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SECTION FOURTH — continued. 

HISTORY OF CHRISTIANITY APPREHENDED AND DE- 
VELOPED AS A SYSTEM OF DOCTRINES — continued. 


Heretical Tendencies — continued. 

Suets which originated in the blending of Christianity with ancient Oriental Views. 

The list of these sects commences with the great family of 
the Gnostics, in which this intermingling of the old oriental 
spirit with Christianity first made its way. We shall therefore 
speak first of all of them. 

Gnostic Sects. 

General Remarks on the Origin and Character of these Sects , on their Common 
Characteristics , and the Specific Diff erences constituting the Grounds of their 
Subdivision. 

Rightly to understand the historical significance of this 
great phenomenon we must contemplate it from several different 
points of view. We perceive in it, in the first place, the 
aristocratic spirit which had reigned supreme in the social 
structure and had influenced the religion and philosophy of the 
old world reacting against the Christian principle which was to 
overthrow it, and resisting the adoption of a single religious 
faith whereby all the distinctions previously subsisting among 
men in relation to the higher life were to be abolished, 
and all were to be united together in one and the same 
exalted fellowship. As the aristocracy of knowledge and 
enlightenment had at first spurned this faith with contempt, 
aitfl set itself in hostility to it, so, when Christianity had 
found its way among educated men and the searchers 
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after wisdom, the same principle, attracted in many ways 
by Christianity, sought to gain admission into it. The very 
name, Gnosis, by which this phenomenon was designated, 
refers to such a tendency, since it denotes the religion of 
knowledge and of one who knows, as contrasted with the belief 
of the multitude {n torn: tmv noXkuv). We have already seen* 
how, even among the Alexandrian Jews, under the influence of 
Platonism, such a philosophical system of religion had been 
formed, as exalted itself above, or set itself up in opposition 
to, the popular religious faith. Such a tendency had found its 
way into Christianity. But now Orientalism was added to 
Hellenism — Oriental Theosophy to Platonic philosophy . As, 
on the practical side, the old distinction between priesthood and 
laity had established itself in the development of Christianity, 
so here, on the theoretic side, a similar reaction of the ante- 
ehristian principle manifested itself. As there we And tin* 
antithesis between priesthood and laity, so here we find that 
between knowers and believers — a hierarchy of another kind. 
Alongside of that practical distinction between the spiritual and 
the secular class, the other distinction established itself in the 
theoretical domain — the distinction between the privileged na- 
tures, the men of intellect, whose vocation it was to know, the 
irvevfjia m-ot, and the rude mass of the \pv%iKo(, who could not 
rise above blind and implicit faith. 

W e invariably observe that all reactions against the Chris- 
tian principle are first called forth by some defective or disco- 
loured view of it, and that it is against such that they are 
primarily directed. And such we perceive was the case in the 
present instance. If greater prominence had been given in the 
church to the genuine Pauline conception of faith, this reaction, 
originating in an over-estimate of knowledge — that which St. 
Paul himself designated by the phrase aotyiuv fart \v — might 
indeed have arisen ; yet the elevation of mind which is grounded 
in the essence of faith thus understood would not have been so 
easily overlooked. But generally this conception had been 
greatly obscured ; and instead of it there was to be found no 
higher notion of faith than a sense of trust on outward authority, 
which by itself alone could not obtain the reward of eternal 

* See the account of the Alexandrian theology in the general Intro* 
duction. 
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life, but must besides have added to it good works done from 
love. Such a faith might with good reason be characterized as 
a subordinate position of the Christian life, something which 
was more Jewish than* Christian ; and this furnished Gnos- 
ticism with a plausible reason for its depreciation >f faith.* 
Again, it cannot be denied that faith, in this outward view of 
it, did often place itself in direct opposition to the pursuit of 
knowledge, maintaining every dogma as a something positive, 
and as given from without , as art aggregate of so many indivi- 
dual positive doctrines and precepts. But in Christianity 
based upon faith, as the principle of perfection for all that is 
purely human, the desire of knowledge in religious matters 
was, without overstepping the limits of nature, also to find its 
satisfaction. It could not fail but that, as soon as Christi- 
anity entered man’s intellectual life, a longing should arise to 
attain to a clear insight into the connection between revealed 
truths and the intellectual treasures previously in possession of 
mankind, and also into the harmony existing within the sphere 
of Christian truth itself as an organic whole. But when such 
a craving, instead of being met and satisfied, was sure to be 
violently suppressed, the one-sided tendency of the Gnosis 

* The late Dr. Mtihler made Gnosticism a precursor of Protestantism, 
and in support of his position made use of much that was only partially 
true. Among these half truths is his assertion — that Gnosticism, so far 
as its polemical attitude to the dominant church is concerned, did un- 
doubtedly agree with Protestantism. But there was this difference — • 
the opposition in the two cases sprang out of very different positive prin- 
ciples. In Gnosticism it originated in a purely theoretical principle, a 
conception of Gnosis altogether alien to the foundation of Christianity ; — 
in Protestantism, on the other hand, it sprang out of the Pauline con- 
ception of faith, once more restored and reinstated to its full significance. 
Marcion alone constitutes an exception, and he may with more propriety 
be styled a precursor of Protestantism. IS o, too, at the basis of Muhtar's 
whole theory lies the truth, that Gnosticism, in so far as it was a reac- 
tion against the Jewish element that had been blended with Christianity, 
was a precursor of Protestantism ; to which, however, it must be added 
that, as the reaction of the former proceeded from a different principle 
from the latter, so it was carried to an extreme which led to error of 
another kind. Marcion constitutes an exception in the first respect, not 
in the last. But as a Jewish element mixed in with Christianity is per- 
ceived in liomanism, when considered from the Protestant point of view, 
so, tsn the other hand, Gnostic elements might be naturally expected 
to manifest themselves in Protestantism, as viewed from the humanist 
position. 
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found therein its justification. An exclusively theoretical 
tendency opposed itself to an exclusively practical one , and the 
latter fault tended to introduce the former.* 

The nature of Gnosticism, as a reaction of the old principle 
in religion against the Christian, is closely connected with 
another point. The opposition both between an esoteric 
sacerdotal doctrine and an exoteric religion of the people, and 
between a philosophical religion and a mythical popular 
belief, has its necessary ground in the fact that antiquity was 
destitute of any independent means, adapted alike to all stages 
of human enlightenment for satisfying mail’s religious needs. 
Such a means, however, was supplied by a faith in great 
historical facts, on which the religious convictions of all men 
alike were to depend. Thereby was secured the emancipation 
of religion, as well from all dependence on the elements of the 
world (of which emancipation we have spoken in the section 
on worship) as from dependence on the wisdom of the world, 
which in its tvisdom knew not God. Now, as in that sec- 
tion wo observed a reaction of the earlier principle which 
sought to bring religion once more under the yoke of the ele- 
ments of the world, so in the Gnosis we observe a similar 
reaction tending to make religion forfeit the freedom gained 
for it by Christ, and to mako it again dependent on human 
speculation. Christianity had furnished a simple universally 
intelligible solution of every enigma that had occupied think- 
ing minds ; — a practical answer to all the questions which 
speculation had busied itself in vain to answer. Jt established 
a temper of mind by which doubts which could not be re- 
solved by the efforts of speculative reason were to be practi- 
cally vanquished. But Gnosticism wished to make religion 
once more dependent on a speculative solution of these ques- 
tions; in this manner it wished to lay a firm foundation for it, 
and to provide for its correct understanding, so that in this 
way men were first to learn to comprehend Christianity and 
to attain to that true firmness of conviction which should be 
no longer dependent on any external fact. 

Now, with regard to the speculative element in these sys- 

* T'im< Origen told his friend Ambrosias he had been conducted to a 
false Gnosis : A<raux tmv i rps<r!huntr iv rk xvti'rrovr, u'r, rkv atkoyo*».xiti 

iltfvr. Kry c r'urnv. Ol’ig. T. V. Ill Joann. S. 4. T. I. j). J72, ed. Lom- 
matz.se h. 
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terns, we may remark that it is not the product of reason 
divorced from facts, and resolved to draw the whole out 
of its own depths. As we observed in the General Intro- 
duction, men had revolted against the rationalistic principle 
which marked the close of the best times of anc : ent his- 
tory, a iid into which Greek and Roman civilisation finally 
resolved itself: they had begun to search in history for ves- 
tiges of the revelation of divine things. The void into which 
a merely negative philosophy invariably sinks had taught the 
human mind, which by an inherent impulse is ever craving 
after reality, to seek for a more positive doctrine. We have 
already noticed in this direction the rising efforts of a revived 
Platonism to search for and to compare the theologumena, or 
opinions concerning the deity which had been held by the 
most ancient nations. The example of Plutarch has shown 
us this tendency proceeding out of Platonism and passing to 
Hie fountains of the ancient East. Platonism, it is true, 
aimed at incorporating everything else into itself - — a result, 
indeed, of the peculiar character of the Grecian mind, llut 
by this means it procured an admission for Oriental ideas, 
which thereupon revolted against the dominion of the Grecian 
intellect. Seeking to brirnr the Grecian element under sub- 
jection to itself, in its lofty flights it soared far beyond the 
limits with which the Platonic philosophy had caused the 
mere abstract reason to remain contented. The profound 
Plotinus was forced at a later date to attempt to restore the 
original Platonism (as he believed it should be systematically 
understood) to its purity and independence. lie must seek to 
emancipate the Grecian mind from the thraldom of the 
Oriental ; must stand forth as the defender of the old Hellenic 
philosophy against the haughtiness and pride of the Oriental 
spirit, as he saw it exhibited by the Gnostics.* 

Accordingly, in all the Gnostic systems w r e may trace, di- 
versely blended together, elements of the Platonic philosophy, 
of the dewish theology, and of the old Oriental theosophy. It 
is not improbable that a more enlarged acquaintance with the 
various religions of the interior of Asia might furnish many new 
particulars likely to throw light on the history of Gnosticism ; 
but at the >auie time we must always be cautious lest, from an 


* See Ennead. II. I. IX. 
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agreement which might spring from a common ground in the 
in most and essential tendencies of human nature , which wider 
like circumstances lead to like results, we directly infer the 
existence of some external communication. This Gnosis 
arrayed itself against Judaism, as a religion too material, too 
earthly, too confined, too little theosophic. For to men of this 
intellectual bent, how far from spiritual, how bald, how mean 
and empty must Judaism have appeared in comparison with 
the old colossal religions of Asia ; although, to him w ho un- 
derstands the great end to which religion is to lead man, the 
very comparison which moved them to despise Judaism first 
discloses its full value in the religious development of 
humanity. Put to them these ancient religions, with their 
enigmatical shapes (in which man is ever more inclined to look 
for lofty wisdom than in what is simple), seemed to promise 
far greater insight than Judaism into the questions which 
excited their inquiries. 

Among the old Oriental systems of religion, Pars ism, or 
the doctrine of Zoroaster, acquired great, credit and influence, 
through the intercourse which for many ages numerous na- 
tions had maintained with its seat, and through the influence 
of the Dualistie element, which in the prevailing tom* of mind 
in this period had found many a point of sympathy. Of this 
the Gnostic systems ate themselves an evidence. The latter, 
however, do not seem to have apprehended this doctrine quite 
consistently with the original spirit of Parsism ; for this was a 
practical spirit. According to Parsism, the creation by the 
good principle comes first; powers of the kingdom of light 
are at work everywhere in the world ; — Ahriman is but the 
disturbing* and destructive principle. While the follower of 
this system exercises an active and formative influence on 
nature, governing and directing its wild energies and setting 
limits to destruction, he acts as a warrior in the service of Or- 
muzd for the overthiow of Ahriman. l>ut in the Gnostic sys- 
tems, though not equally in all, this practical element, this love 
of nature, is driven into the background. Another spirit has 
here prevailed, totally recasting this mode of view. r I he power 
of the ungodly principle in the world appears predominant ; 
and hence arises the tendency to represent the mind in athnjty 
with God as abstaining fiom an alien nature nr her than as 
acting on and improving it. Considered on this side we see in 
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Gnosticism the spirit rather of Brahmanism. a.id especially of 
Buddhism, — that longing of the soul for release from the 
bonds of matter (the world of Sansara), of nature — for re- 
union with the primal spirit, from whom all life has flowed ; 
that desire to emancipate itself from all human * id earthly 
things, which strove to pass beyond the limits of finite exist- 
ence. Though, in order to account for a direction which 
‘men’s minds might easily take from inward grounds, \\ ithout. 
any external impulse, there is no need to look for causes in the 
shape of external influences, — for, in fact, the operation of such 
external influences could not well be understood in the absence 
of all attractive affinity in the inner development of the spiritual 
world, — still we have reason, in the present case, to ascribe 
such an influence to tendencies and ideas originating from the 
remote countries of the East. Modern investigations and dis- 
coveries have traced the way by which Buddhism might have 
spread its influence, even to the heart of the Roman empire. 

Although the Gnostic systems contain elements of various 
ancient systems of religion, still they by no means admit of 
being explained simply by the mixture or composition of such 
elements ; there is a peculiar living principle which animates 
most of these combinations. In the first place, the age in 
which they were produced stamped them with a perfectly 
peculiar character. For in times of great excitement we may 
often observe certain general tendencies imparted to their whole 
series of intellectual phenomena, even though the latter have 
no outward contact or connection with one another. Then' 
are certain tendencies and ideas which exorcist? a wonderful 
power over everything contemporary with them. Such, in the 
present case, was the Dualistic principle, which harmonized 
with the prevailing temper of the age, and in which the latter 
saw itself reflected.* The prevailing tone in almost all the 
more serious minds of the period in question was a conscious- 
ness of the power of evil, a feeling of discord and dissatisfaction 
with The existing state of things, an aspiration for something 
beyond the limits of this earth, a longing after some new and 
higher order of things. This fundamental tone also pervades 

* Just as the progressive movement in our own day enables us to 
explain the power which the Pantheistic principle has acquired, so the 
progressive movement in the period of which we are speaking explains 
the power of the Dualistic principle. 
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the Gnostic systems. But upon this feeling Christianity exerted 
quite a peculiar influence, without which most of the Gnostic 
systems would have taken a very different form. It was 
the idea that constituted the characteristic essence of Christi- 
anity, the idea of redemption, which modified this fundamental 
tone in those systems ; although it is true they only appre- 
hended this idea in a single aspect, and not in its whole com- 
pass and with all its consequences. When the Gnostic systems 
describe the amazement which was produced in the kingdom of 
the Demiurge by the appearance of Christ, as the manifestation 
of a new and mighty principle which had entered the precincts 
of this lower world, they give us to understand how power- 
ful was the impression which the contemplation of the life of 
Christ, and of his influence on humanity, had left on the minds 
of the founders of these systems, making all earlier institutions 
seem to them as nothing in comparison with Christianity. 
It appeared to them as the commencement of a great revo- 
lution in the life of mankind. The ideas of the adjustment of 
the disturbed harmony of the universe; of the restoration of 
a fallen creation to its original source ; of the reunion of 
earth with heaven ; of a revelation to man of an ineffable god- 
like life transcending the limits of mere human nature ; of a 
new process of development having entered into the whole 
system of the terrestrial world — such were the ideas which 
henceforward formed the centre of these systems. The distinc- 
tive aim of the Gnostics was to apprehend the appearance of 
Christ, and the new creation proceeding from him, in their 
connection with the evolution of the whole universe. Jn a 
theogonical and eosmogonieai process, remounting to the ori- 
ginal ground of all existence, everything is referred backwards 
and forwards to the fact of Christ's appearance. What the 
Apostle St. Paul says respecting the connection of redemption 
with creation, they made the central point of a speculative 
system, and endeavoured to understand it speculatively. 

As regards the particular nature of their speculations, these 
Gnostics are Oriental Theosophisls . With them, on the 
whole, an Oriental element, radically different from the 
Western style of thought, greatly preponderated over the 
Hellenistic. They moved amidst intuitions and symbols rather 
than notions. Where the Western thinker would have framed 
to himself an abstract conception, tiiere stood before the soul 
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of the Gnostic a Jiving appearance , a living personality in 
vivid intuition . The notion seemed to him a thing without 
life. In the eye of the Gnostic ever} 7 thing became hyposta- 
tised, while to the Western thinker there existed nothing 
but a notion. The image, and what the image represented, 
were, in the Gnostic mind, often confounded together, so that 
it could not divide the one from the other. Hurried along 
involuntarily from intuition to intuition, from image to image, 
by the ideas floating before or filling his mind, he was unable 
to develop these ideas into clear convictions. When, how- 
ever, we take pains to sift the fundamental thoughts lying 
undeveloped in their images, and to unfold them clearly to 
our consciousness, we catch a glimpse of many an idea which, 
though not understood by their contemporaries, were destined 
in far later ages to be seized once more, and to be more fully 
carried out by a science regenerated by faith.* Intuition, 
anticipating the lapse of centuries, here grasped, in an imme- 
diate way, what the process of logical analysis was to master 
only after long and various aberrations. 

The questions about which they principally busied them- 
selves were these : how the transition from the infinite to the 
finite, and the beginning of creation, are to be explained? 
— how it is possible to conceive of God as the author of a 
material world so alien to his own nature ? — whence, if God 
is perfect, arc the imperfections of this world ? — whence the 
destructive powers in nature? — whence is moral evil if a holy 
God is man’s creator ? — whence the great diversity of charac- 
ters among men themselves, from the truly godlike to those 
which appear to be utterly abandoned to blind passions, with- 
out a vestige of a rational and moral nature ? 

On these points Christianity had separated what belongs to 
the province of religion from what belongs to speculation and 
to a merely speculative interest. And by so doing Christianity 
preserved religion from confounding the things divine with 
the earthly, and from the transference of mere natural views 
to God. It directed the eye of the mind beyond the series 

* We mean, e.g the ideas which lie at the root of the systems of 
the Judaistic Gnostics respecting the connection of the Old with the 
New Testament; the relation of the prophetic element in the Old Testa- 
ment to Christianity ; inspiration, and the organic connection of universal 
history. 
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of the phenomenal world, where, in the connection of cause 
and effect, one thing ever evolves itself out of another, to that 
omnipotent creative Word of God by which the worlds were 
framed, so that things which are seen were not made of things 
which do appear. Ileb. xi. 3. The creation was here appre- 
hended as an incomprehensible fact by the upward gaze of 
faith, which rose above the position of the understanding, 
which would derive all tilings from one another, which would 
explain everything, and hence denies all immediate existence, 
and all that enforces wonder and reverence. This one prac- 
tically important truth the church teachers ever held fast, 
and maintained the doctrine of the creation from nothing. 
Here she took her stand in opposition to the ancient view , 
which would condition God’s act of creation by a previously 
existing matter, and which, after the analogy of human opera- 
tions, conceived of Him, not as a free, self-sufficient Creator, 
but as a mere fashioner of a material already extant. Hut 
Gnosticism would not acknowledge any such limits to specula- 
tion ; it wanted to explain — to clear up everything to the 
mental vision. It. was therefore obliged to suppose in the 
essence, of God himself a process of development, by means 
of which He became the ground and source of all existence. 
Overlooking the negative signification of the doctrine of crea- 
tion out of nothing, it opposed to it the old principle, u No- 
thing can come of nothing.” In place of this it sensuously 
substituted the idea of an efflux of all existence out of* the 
supreme essence of Deity. This idea of an emanation admits 
of being presented under a great variety of images ; under the 
symbol of an evolution of numbers out of an original unity; 
of a radiation from a primal light ; of a development of 
spiritual powers or ideas acquiring self-subsistence ; of an 
enunciat'ou in a descending series of syllables and tones down 
to an echo. 

The idea of such an emanation answers to a vague inkling 
in the depths of the human soul, of the positive element which 
lay at the root of the negative principle of creation out of 
* nothing; and in this inkling it found a stay and support, but 
at the same*, time it gave rise to a host of speculations, by 
which men were easily led further astray from the practically 
important ends of religious faith, so as, in fact, to lose sight 
of them altogether. 



GNOSTICISM. 


11 


According to the Gnostic view God was represented as the 
immanent, incomprehensible, and original source of all per- 
fection.* From this incomprehensible essence of God an 
immediate transition to finite things is inconceivable. >$ 'elf- 
limitation is the first beginning of a communicatioi of life on 
the part of God — the first passing of^tlic hidden Deity into 
manifestation ; and from this proceeds all further self-devclop- 
ing manifestation of the divine essence.! Now, from this 
primal link in the chain of life there are evolved, in the first 
place, the manifold powers or attributes inherent in the divine 
essence, which, until that first self-comprehension, were all 
hidden in the abyss of his essence. Each of these attributes pre- 
sents the whole divine essence under one particular aspect, and 
to each therefore, in this respect, the appropriate title of God 
may be applied.! These divine powers, evolving themselves 
to self-subsistence, become thereupon the germs and principles 
of all further developments of life. The life contained in 
them unfolds and individualises itself more and more, but in 
such a way that the successive grades of tins evolution of life 
continually sink lower and lower-- the spirits become feebler 
the further they are removed from the first link in the series. 
In thus attempting to explain the incomprehensible, and 
con seq ueu tly falling into anthropopathism, Gnosticism, as we 
have seen, has, without being aware of it, transferred to the 
eternal the relations of time. 

The origin of a pure spiritual world akin to God might 
admit of being thus explained, and the evolution of different 
grades of perfection in the spiritual world might thus be ren- 
dered conceivable. Hut how is it possible to explain, by an 
emanation from God, the existence of the sensible world and 

* The Unfathomable Abyss according to Valentinus, exalted 

above all possibility of designation, — of whom, properly speaking, 
nothing can he predicated; the dKa,ro>opa.<rroi of Basilides, the m of 
Philo. 

t A TPurti K/zru\ny]/is t oiurov, the irgurov xotraXtiyrrov rov Stow, hyposta* 
tically represented in a \ov; or Xoyog. 

X Hence the different meanings given by the Gnostics to the word 
ttluvy which, besides its primitive signification, eternity , is used by them 
to denote sometimes the Eternal , as a distinguishing attribute of the 
Supreme Essence, sometimes the primary divine powers above described, 
sometimes the whole emanation-world — vrxfyu/jM, as contradistinguished 
from the temporal world. In the last-mentioned sense it is employed by 
Heracleon. Orig. T. XIII. in Joann, c. 11. 
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the origin of evil ? Even on this last problem — the rock on 
which speculation has so often split, to the detriment of man’s 
faith in the holiness of God and in the freedom of rational, 
accountable beings — Gnosticism was unwilling to put any 
limits to human inquiry. If God has bestowed on man a free 
will, and if this free will is the cause of evil, then, said the 
Gnostics, the cause ultimately reverts to God himself. They 
would not allow of any distinction between permission and 
causation on the part of God.* We see, in fact, that when- 
ever speculation is not content with acknowledging evil as a 
fact, as an act of the creature’s will — which is only to be 
accounted for by its having forsaken its natural dependence 
on God — if it will seek to explain evil or its origin, then it 
must be driven to one of two errors: either it will be forced 
to derogate from God’s holiness, and to deprive the opposition 
between good and evil of its objective significance, under- 
mining thereby the ideas of moral good and evil in their 
essence, by tracing the cause of the latter to God, — and this is 
the doctrine which lies involved in Pantheism; — or else, as is 
done l>y Dualism, it will limit God’s almighty power by sup- 
posing an absolute evil, an independent ground of it beyond 
the divine control. And thus Dualism is driven, notwith- 
standing, to the very thing which it chiefly labours to avoid. 
The very idea of evil, which it would firmly maintain, it 
must really o\erthrow, inasmuch as it imputes it to an out- 
ward cause, which it thus makes a self-subsi stent nature 
working with necessity ; and thus, at the same time, it involves 
itself in the contradiction of supposing an independent exist- 
ence out, of God ; which, since absolute independence can be 
predicated only of God, must be a God who, however, is not 
God , since he is not good. In avoiding the first of these rocks 
the Gnostics foundered on the last. 

They thought themselves compelled to combine with the 
doctrine of emanation that of Dualism, in order, by the com- 
mixture of two hostile realms, by the products of two opposite 
principles, to explain the origin of a world not answering to 
the divine idea, with all the defects cleaving to it, all the evils 
it contains. And this explanation opened a wide field for 
their speculations and fanciful images. And here presented 

* To ftri kuXvo*, aiTtov i<TT<v, was their usual motto in opposing the 
teaching of the church. 
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themselves two different modes of contemplation, which, how- 
ever, in these times of religious and philosophical eclecticism, 
were not always directly opposed, but often came in contact 
and commingled at various intermediate points ; as indeed they 
will, in the end, be found to be based on the same findamental 
idea, though conceived on the one side 4 under a more specu- 
lative, on the other under a more mythical form. In one of 
these general schemes the element of Grecian speculation, in 
the other that of Oriental intuition, chiefly predominates. Ac- 
cordingly these different modes of view have given rise to the 
distinction of an Alexandrian Gnosis and of a Syrian (in 
which the influence of Parsism prevails), in so far as these two 
forms of Gnosis may, in abstracto, be opposed to each other, if 
we overlook cases where they are found to intermingle in the 
varied phenomena of these times. In the former the Platonic 
notion of the. v\ rj predominates . This is the dead, the unsub- 
stantial — the boundary that limits from without the evolution 
of life in its gradually advancing progression, whereby the 
perfect is ever evolving itself into the less perfect. This v\rj, 
again, is represented under various images; — at one time as 
the darkness that exists alongside of the light ; at another as 
the void (k'd'w/xa, kcvov) in opposition to the fulness of the 
divine life; or as the shadow that accompanies the light; or 
as the chaos, or the sluggish, stagnant, dark water. This 
matter, dead in itself, possesses by its own nature no inherent 
tendency ; as life of every sort is foreign to it, itself makes no 
encroachment on the divine. As, however, the evolutions of 
toe divine life (the essences developing themselves out of the 
progressive emanation) become feebler the further they are 
removed from the first link in the series; and as their con- 
ncction^with the first becomes looser at each success ve step, 
there arises at the last step of the evolution an imperfect, 
defective product, which, unable to retain its connection with 
the chain of divine life, sinks from the world of ./Eons into 
the material chaos ; or, according to the same notion somewhat 
differently expressed, a drop from the fulness of the divine 
life bubbles over into the bordering void.* Hereupon the 
dead matter, by commixture with the living principle, which 
it wanted, first of all receives animation. But at the same 
time, also, the divine, the living, becomes corrupted by 
* According to the Ophites and Bardesanes. 
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mingling with the chaotic mass. Existence now multiplies 
itself; there arises a subordinate, defective life; there is 
ground for a new world ; a creation starts into being beyond 
the confines of the world of emanation. But, on the other 
hand, since the chaotic principle of matter has acquired 
vitality, there now arises a purer and more active opposition to 
the godlike — a barely negative, blind, ungodly nature-power, 
which obstinately resists all influence of the divine : hence, 
as products of the spirit of the v\r) (of the 7r vtvga vKikov ), are 
Satan, malignant spirits, wicked men, in none of whom is 
there any reasonable or moral principle, or any principle of a 
rational will, blit blind passions alone have the ascendancy. 
In them there is the same conflict as the scheme of Platonism 
supposes between the soul under the guidance of divine reason, 
the rovc< and the soul blindly resisting reason * * * § — between 
the 7 rpovoia and the amyn;, the divine principle and the 
natural. 

As Monism contradicts what ought to be immediately certain 
to every man — the laws and facts of his moral consciousness ; 
so Dualism contradicts the essence of reason, which demands 
unity. Monism , shrinking from its own inferences, leads to 
Dualism ; and Dualism, springing from the desire to compre- 
hend everything, is forced by this very desire through the 
constraint of reason, which everywhere requires unity, to refer 
the duality back to a prior unity, and resolve it into the latter. 
Thus was the Gnosis forced out of its Dualism, and obliged 
to affirm the same as the Cabbala and Neo-Platonism had 
taught ; namely, that matter is nothing else than the necessary 
limit] between being and not-being , which only by abstrac- 
tion J can be conceived as self-subsistent — as the opposite to 
existence, which, in every evolution of life out of God, must 
arise as its necessary limitation.^ In some such way, this 

* See Plato, leg. lib. X. p. 87-91, v. IX.; ed Bipont. Plutarch. Quscst. 
Platonic®, qu. IV. , 

f The outer shell, as it were, of existence, nBvj?. 

+ By a Xoyoi voSos, according to the Neo-PIatonists. 

§ Thus the Gnostics in Iremrus, lib. II. c. 4, are careful to defend 
themselves against the charge of Dualism : Contiucre omnia patrem 
omnium, et extra Pleroma esse nihil ; et id, quod extra et quod intus 
dicere eos secundum aguitionem et ignorautiam, sed non secundum 
localem distantiam. The lower creation was comprehended in the Ple- 
roma, velut in tunica maculam. 
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Dualism could resolve itself into an absolute Monism, and, 
consequently, also into Pantheism. 

The other scheme accommodated itself more to the Parsic 
doctrine concerning Ahriman and his kingdom — a doctrine 
which would naturally be adopted by those Gnostic sects 
especially which originated in Syria. This theory assumed the 
existence of an active , turbulent kingdom of evil, or of dark- 
ness, which, by its encroachments on the kingdom of light, 
brought about a commixture of the liirht with the darkness, 
of the godlike with the ungod like. Different as these two 
inodes of contemplation may appear in description, yet we 
may recognise in both the same fundamental idea. In all 
cases where the latter theory becomes more speculative, it 
passes into the former; as will be seen in the instance of 
Manicheism, which more than any other Gnostic system 
wears the stamp of the Parsic religion. On the other hand, 
whenever the former conception, assuming a more poetic dress/ 
strives to present itself more vividly to the imagination, it 
passes imperceptibly into the latter ;* and this it. might do even 
with a distinct consciousness that the whole was but a sym- 
bolical dress, whereby abstract conceptions were to be ren- 
dered more vivid to the imagination. We have an example 
of this kind in the profound thinker Plotinus, who was very 
far from being inclined to substitute a conflict of principles 
beginning at a certain point, in the place of a development 
going on by an immanent necessity, from first to last, even to 
the extreme bounds of all existence. 

Even among the Platonists there were those who thought, 
that, along with an organized, inert matter, the substratum 
of the corporeal world , there existed from the beginning a 
blind , lawless motive power, an ungodlike soul, as its original 
motive and active principle. As the inorganic matter w’as 
organized into a corporeal world by the plastic power of the 
Deity, so by the same power law ami reason were communi- 
cated to that turbulent, irrational soul. Thus the chaos of 
the v\rj was transformed into an organized world , and that 

* As, for example, when Plotinus represents matter as seized with a 
longing for light or the soul, and describes bow it darkens the light in 
attempting to embrace it. Plotin. in Enneas. I. lib. VIII. c. 14 : 

*Kgo'tffa. Tgoffeuru, xai oiov t vo%\u, xett tit to utu irotefXStTv i3»Xn, rhv Si 

a! •- »<r i trn tutiStv Quf itTXOTtaal T9) 
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blind soul into a rational principle — a mundane soul, animating 
the universe. As from the latter proceeds all rational, spiri- 
tual life in humanity ; so from the former proceeds all that is 
irrational, all that is under the blind sway of passion and appe- 
tite — all malignant spirits are its progeny. It is easy to see 
how the idea of this xf/uyfi aXoyog, brooding over chaos, would 
coincide with the idea of a Satan originally presiding over the 
kingdom of darkness.* 

i n the system of the Sabaeans, or disciples of John,f which 
in origin was allied, beyond doubt, to the Syrian Gnosis, there 
does appear, indeed, to have been an independent kingdom of 
darkness, with powers of its own ; it exercises, however, no sort 
of influence on the higher realm of light. The idea which 
seized one of the genii belonging to the world of light, to de- 
tach himself from the great primal Fountain whom ail ought to 
glorify, and to establish a separate and independent world in 
chaos, was the original cause of the intermingling of the two 
kingdoms- — the beginning of the visible world, founded on ter- 
ritory won from the kingdom of darkness, from chaos ; which 
therefore the powers of darkness, impatient of any foreign 
authority within their proper province, seek either to conquer 
again and bring into their own possession, or else to destroy. 
Whilst Abatur , the genius who shapes the third grade, in the 
evolution of life, mirrors himself on the dark water of chaos, 
there springs up from his image an imperfect genius, formed 
out of the mixture of this nature of light with the substance 

* See Plntarch. do animo* Procreat. e Timceo, particularly c. 9. 
Opera cd. Iiutten. T. XIII. page 29d. 

f This sect of the Sabmans (fiatTrurraU from V5V), Nazareans, 
Mandeans (according to Norbcrg, from /taSr.roii or yvumxol), 

evidently took its origin from those disciples of .lolin the Paptist who, 
contrary to the spirit and intention of their master, adopted, after his 
martyrdom, a course hostile to Christianity. We find traces of them, 
mixed up with fabulous matter, in the Clementines and in the Recog- 
nition es dementis, perhaps also in the fi/tt^wTtvrecTs and of 

Tlegisippus; see F. Waleh. de Sabeis comment. Soc. Keg. Gott. T. IV. Part, 
philol. From this there afterwards sprang up a sect, whose system, formed 
out of the elements of an older eastern theosophy, has an important 
connection with the history of Gnosis. A critical examination of their 
most important religious book, published by Norberg, the Liber Adarai, 
may furnish much additional iutb v mation on this subject. See a review 
of this work by Gcscnius, in the Jenahchen Litcratur-Zeitung. 1817, 
No. 48-51, and (Kleuker’s?) review of it in the Gbttingscheu Anzeigen. 
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of darkness, and destined to a gradual advance in glory; 
This is Fetahil , the Demiurge or artificer of the world, from 
whose awkwardness result all the imperfections of this world,* 
In the system of the Syrian Bardesanes, also, matter is repre- 
sented as the progenitor of Satan. 

Thus it must be evident enough how the modes of concep- 
tion peculiar to the Syrian and to the Alexandrian Gnosis 
might, on this side, pass over from one to the other. It might 
perhaps admit of a question whether we can properly speak 
of a Gnosis originally Alexandrian; whether Syria is not 
the common home of everything Gnostic, whence it was merely 
transplanted to Alexandria, to receive there a peculiar staitop 
from the Hellenic, Platouizing tendency which there pre- 
vailed. At Alexandria such a Gnosis could easily find many 
points on which to attach itself in a certain Jewish ideal 
philosophy of religion already existing there ; while, on the 
other hand, the Platonic and Western element, which adhered 
strictly to the pure ideal position, and did not forthwith hypos- 
tatize the idea into intuitions, too strongly predominated for 
the peculiar character of the Gnosis to form itself there without 
any influence of the pure Orientalism from Syria. 

It might be thought that this two-fold theory would have 
led to a corresponding difference in the practical spirit. As 
the Syrian theory supposed an active kingdom of evil, which 
was one and the same with the kingdom of matter, we might 
conclude from this that it would make the leading points in its 
system of morals to be the renunciation of this hated matter and 
its hostile productions, and the strictest asceticism. And, on 
the other hand, since the Alexandrian Gnosis considered 
matter in the light of an unorganized substance, and the divine 
as its formative principle , we might suppose that it would 
adopt no such negative theory of morals, but be inclined 
rather to make the active melioration of the world, by the 
power of the divine element, the principle of its moral system. 
This conjecture will be rendered still more probable by com- 
paring several of the Alexandrian with the Syrian systems. 

* The idea here may be compared throughout with the Ophitic idea 
of the Opliiomorphus (see below), although in the Ophitic system the 
latter appears possessed of a malignant nature ; and yet the Ophitic 
system, so far as it concerns its speculative ideas, is in very many 
respects nearly related to the Alexandrian system of Valentinus. 

VOL. II. C 
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But we shall see, as we go more deeply into the subject, 
that the difference of practical tendencies is not so much 
grounded in the difference of principles, as that a different 
shape and application is given to the principles themselves, by 
virtue of the diversity of intellectual bents. And in truth all 
borrowed principles, from whatever quarter they may have 
been taken, receive through the general intellectual bias which 
adopts them, and from the peculiar mental temperament of 
the period, an application which would not necessarily have 
flowed from them in and by themselves. We have seen,* 
for instance, how Dualism, in its primitive form among the 
Persians, by no means involved a tendency to an ascetic, indo- 
lent renunciation of the world ; but that on the contrary it 
led to an active life, and the exercise of a regulative influence 
on the outward woild, in the conflict for the kingdom of light. 
And yet the same principle received another application 
through the influence of the mental tone prevailing in this 
period. But in Platonism two points of view were presented, 
and its practical influence was conditioned by the prominence 
of the one or the other. On 1 he one hand, Platonism repre- 
sented the soul as the plastic power in the world ; — it made 
the ideas actualize themselves in becoming, and stamp them- 
selves in the v\ij. The self-manifestation of these ideas, 
striving to mould and to master the v\rj , should meet the 
kindred spirit in its contemplation of the world in all its 
aspects, — in all the phenomema of the beautiful and good. 
Through the symbols — however inadequate to the original 
type — of the ideal harmony of the sensible world, the recollec- 
tion of its original author himself was to be called up in the 
mind tlmt. belongs to the higher world, ami the longing after 
him awakened within it; — by means of this contemplation 
the soul was to become gradually winged. But, on the other 
side, Platonism taught that there was a resistance of the v\ rj 
against these ideas which would never entirely be vanquished ; 
it insisted on an opposition between the idea and the manifes- 
tation which could never be overcome. According to this 
view, evil is, in this world, a necessary antithesis to good. It 
is inseparable from the relation of the idea to the vXrj ; and 
therefore it is only by a contemplation, lising to the spiritual 
world of ideas, that one can soar above this opposition, which 
' See above, p. 1 4. 
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will always of necessity continue to exist in this lower region. 
At all events, it was from this position that the aristocratic 
principle of the ancient world, of which we have before spoken, 
took that direction, by virtue of which the contemplative life 
was exalted far above the practical ; as, in like maimer, this 
defect — though more or less tempered according to the greater 
or less reaction of the Christian principle — cleaves to the 
Gnostic systems generally. Now in proportion as the one or 
the other of these elements of its theory predominated, Plato- 
nism came to be united with either a more practical, sesthetico- 
artistie tendency, or an ascetical and contemplative one. 
Considered in the former element, Platonism contains within 
it the genuine principle for the construction of the system of 
ethics ; but in order to be able to realize what lies within if, it 
was requisite that the other element should be driven into the 
background. This Dualism must be practically annulled ; 
the means must be given to it to reconcile the opposition 
between the idea and the manifestation ; and this could be fur- 
nished only by the fact of a redemption of mankind. Tims 
Platonism points to Christianity, through which alone the 
ethical problems contained in the Platonic ideas could bo 
actually realized. 

Now the mental tone of this period, w hich lies at the root 
of all those Gnostic systems, and out of which sprang hatred 
and contempt of the world — the predominant Oriental prin- 
ciple of total alienation from the world and from all human 
affections — tended to give prominence to one of those elements 
and to repress the other; as is manifest in the peculiar ethical 
systems of the later Platonists generally, if we except Plotinus. 
In fact, one of these Gnostics (Marcion) combined, as we 
shall see, with the docrine of the v\rj, a direction of thought 
in other respects altogether foreign to Platonism. 

The most essential distinction of the several Gnostic systems, 
and the one moreover which is best suited to serve the basis of 
their classification, arises from the different degree of that which 
constitutes the characteristic peculiarity of the Gnostic view 
of the universe, relatively to the pure Christian view. It is 
the pervading Dualistic element, by virtue of which those 
oppositions which Christianity exhibits as conflicting with the 
primal unify of creation, and having first arisen in the fall of 
the creature and to be removed ultimately by redemption, are 

c 2 
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regarded as original and grounded in the very principles of 
existence, and, therefore, such also that they cannot be 
removed by redemption itself 1 — the opposition, viz., between 
a temporal, earthly, and a higher, invisible order of things ; 
between the natural, the purely human, and the divine. 
Wherever this opposition was apprehended generally, and in its 
extreme sense, nothing less than an absolute contrariety could 
be supposed between Christianity and the creation, between 
nature and history. In such cases Christianity must appear as 
altogether a sudden phenomenon, as a fragment disconnected 
from all else, as an incident wholly unexpected and unprepared. 
According to this view, no gradual development of the Theo- 
cracy, as an organically connected whole, could be admitted. 
The connection, also, between Christianity and Judaism must 
be broken. And all this seems concentrated in the way in 
which the relation of the Demiurge was conceived to stand to 
the Supreme, perfect God, and the world of ASons. Every- 
thing depends, then, on the circumstance whether an absolute 
opposition was here assumed, or room was still left for some 
sort of mediation. It is manifest how deeply this difference 
must affect every religious and moral consideration. 

In one respect all the Gnostics agree : they all held (as we 
remarked above) a world purely emanating out of the vital 
development of God, a creation evolved directly out of the 
divine essence,* to be far exalted above any outward creatiou 
produced by God’s plastic power, and conditioned by a pre- 
existing matter. They agree, moreover, in holding that the 
immediate framer of this lower world was not the Father of that 
higher world of emanation, but the Demiurge, ( ^rjgiovpyog ,) 
a being of kindred nature with the universe framed and 
governed by him, and far inferior to that higher system and to 
the Father of it. But here arose a difference ; for while they 
all maintained the fact of such a subordination, they did not 
agree in their conceptions of it. Some, setting out from ideas 
which had long prevailed among certain Jews of Alexandria, 
(ds appears from consulting the Alexandrian version of the 
Old Testament, and from Philo’s works,) supposed that the 
Supreme God created and governed the world by His minis- 
tering spirits, by the angels. At the head of these angels 

* rvfc'VK dVw. 
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stood one who had the direction and control of all ; therefore 
called the artificer and governor of the world. This Demiurge 
they compared with the plastic, animating, mundane spirit of 
Plato and the Platonists,* who, moreover, according to the 
Timseus of Plato, strives to represent the idea of the Divine 
Reason in that which is becoming and temporal. This angel 
is a representative of the Supreme God t>n this lower stage of 
existence : he does not act independently, but merely accord- 
ing to the ideas inspired in him by the Supreme God ; just as 
the plastic, mundane soul of the Platonists creates all things 
after the pattern of the ideas communicated by the Supreme 
Reason (vovq). j* /But these ideas transcend his liihited 
essence ; he eanifot understand them ; he is merely their 
unconscious organ ; and therefore is unable himself to com- 
prehend the whole scope and meaning of the work which he 
performs. As an organ under the guidance of a higher 
inspiration, he reveals higher truths than he himself can 
comprehend. And here also the Gnostics adopted the current 
ideas of the Jews in supposing that the Supreme God had 
revealed Himself to their Fathers through the angels, who 
served Him as the ministers of His will. From them came 
the law by Moses. Moreover, they considered the Demiurge 
to be a representative of the Supreme God in this respect 
also ; — as the other nations of the earth are portioned out to 
the guidance of other angels, so the Jewish people, considered 
as the peculiar people of God, are committed to the especial 
care of the Demiurge as His representative.^: He revealed 
also in the religious polity of the Jews, no less than in the 
creation of the world, those higher ideas which, in their true 
significancyyiie himself was unable to understand. The Old 
Teat ament, like the whole creation, was the veiled symbol of 
a higher mundane system , the veiled type of Christianity . 

Among the Jews themselves the Gnostics, however, after the 
example of the Alexandrians, carefully distinguished between 
the great mass, who are merely a representative type of the 

* The Itvrtgoe Slog, the 9$og ytvnrof. 

f The# ££ev , — an antithesis to the ytwro'v, the 9-toe ytw roe of 

Plato, — the vagaluypx of the Divine Reason hypostatized. 

X According to the Alexandrian version of Deuteron. xxxii. 8, 9 : "On 
onfAt^iv b v ^ iff to e K 9 v v, IrVfinv ogia \9vm xara ag t3 b.y y t'k 

9 tovf xa) iytvt)9>? y,sgif x vpi o v Xaof abrov laxwfi. 
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people of God, (the Israelites according to the flesh, the *Ierpa>)\ 
lucrdrjTog, Kara oapica ,) and the small number of those who were 
really conscious of their destination as the people of God (the 
soul of the mass, the spiritual men of Philo ; theT<rpa»)\ irvEvpa- 
nicoc, vorjTOQ ; the true priestly race, living in the contemplation 
of God ; the iivrip bp wv top Oeop ; the TrvEvpaTiKoi, y pmotikoi, as 
contradistinguished from the \fjv\iKol, mon/cot). The latter, with 
their carnal minds, adhered to the outward form, perceived not 
that this was merely a symbol, and therefore could not enter 
into the meaning of the symbol itself.* Thus those carnal Jews 
recognised not the angel by whom in all the Theophanies of the 
Old Testament God revealed Iiimself; they knew not the 
Demiurge in liis true relation to the hidden Supreme God, 
who never reveals himself in the sensible world. Here , like - 
wise, they confounded the type and the archetype , the symbol 
and the idea. They rose not higher than this Demiurge ; they 
took him to be the Supreme God himself. Those spiritual 
men, on the contrary, clearly perceived, or at least divined, 
the ideas veiled under Judaism; they rose beyond the Demi- 
urge to a knowledge of the Supreme God ; they, therefore, are 
properly his true worshippers (SfpaTreurcu). The religion of 
the former was grounded simply on a mere faith of authority ; 
the latter lived in the contemplation of divine things. The 
former needed to be schooled and disciplined by the Demiurge 
— by rewards, punishments, and threats ; the latter needed no 
such means of discipline ; they rose by the lofty aspirations of 
their own minds to the Supreme God, who is only a fountain 
of blessedness to those that are fitted for communion with him— 
who love him for his own sake.f 

When now these Jewish theosophists of Alexandria had 
embraced Christianity, and with this new religion had com- 
bined their old opinions, they saw the spirit of the Old Testa- 
ment completely unveiled by Christianity, and the highest idea 

* Thus in the epistle ascribed to Barnabas , a moderate Gnostic, who 
was far from having attained to that higher Gnosis which resulted from 
the mixture of the Alexandrian idealism with Syrian theosophy, asserts 
that the Jews had altogether misunderstood the ceremonial law, in 
observing it outwardly, instead of seeing in it an allegorical representa- 
tion of universal religion and moral truths. Gnosis furnished the key 
which first unlocked this its true meaning. 

f See above. Part I. p. 79, &c., as to the twofold religious position 
according to Philo* 
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of the whole creation brought clearly to light. The scope and 
end of the whole creation, and of all human development, was 
now for the first time manifest. As far as the Supreme JEonf 
who appeared in the person of Christ ; is exalted ^x>ve the 
angels and the Demiurge, so far does Christianity transcend 
Judaism and the whole earthly creation. * The Demiurge him- 
self now understands the revelation of a higher system of 
things entering within his realm, and serves henceforward as 
its conscious organ. 

If by Jewish theologians the law was called a law dispensed 
by angels, in order to mark its divine, as opposed to a merely 
human origin, so also in the apostolical epistles this designa- 
tion is made use of for the purpose of clearly setting forth the 
inferiority of Judaism to Christianity, as the absolute religion, 
for which all the earlier partial revelations of the divine were 
only preparatory. The all-perfect revelation of God in the 
Son, through whom God himself enters immediately into fellow- 
ship with the creature, is opposed to the revelation mediated 
by the instrumentality of different angels — different godlike 
powers. By the manifestation of the comprehensive whole, 
everything partial is rendered superfluous.t This profound 
idea is the centre of the fanciful speculations of the Gnostics, 
spinning out as they do everything into a mythical form. 

What the Gnostics who adopted this view said of the relation 
of the Demiurge, of his creation, of his previous dominion, to 
the appearance of Christ and of Christianity, affords glimpses 
of profound ideas. They endeavour to express how the whole 
was implanted in the original creation, only in idea, and in 
the germ, which was actually realized and fulfilled by Chris- 
tianity ; and also as to the way in which reason, first attaining 
through Christianity to a full and clear consciousness of the 
ideas incorporated in and stamped upon creation, was to 
express these in an actual manifestation — a great and fruitful 
idea, which, but vaguely divined by the Gnosis, awaited its 
clear and discreet exposition by a future science, deeply rooted 
in Christianity. Gnosticism bore within it the germ (first 
presented in the form of poetic intuition) of a true philosophy 
of history. 

The other party of the Gnostics consisted mainly of such as, 

* or Xttyof, 

t Sue Heb. ii., F-phes. iff. 10, and the words of Christ to Nathanael* 
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before their accession to Christianity, had not been followers 
of the Mosaic religion, but who had, at an earlier period, 
framed to themselves an Oriental Gnosis, opposed to Judaism 
as well as to all popular religions , and similar to that of which 
we find traces in the books of the Sabaeans, and of which 
examples may still be found in the East, among the Persians 
and the Hindoos. They did not, like the former class, regard 
the Demiurge with his angels as a subordinate, finite being, 
but as one absolutely hostile to the Supreme God. The Demi- 
urge and his angels, notwithstanding their finite nature, were 
to establish their independence ; they will tolerate no foreign 
rule within their realm. Whatever of a higher nature descends 
into their kingdom they seek to hold imprisoned there, lest it 
should raise itself above their narrow precincts. Probably, in 
this system, the kingdom of the Demiurgic angels coincided, 
for the most part, with the kingdom of the deceitful star-spirits, 
who seek to rob man of his freedom, to beguile him by various 
arts of deception, and who exercise a tyrannical sway over 
the things of this world. * The Demiurge is a limited and limit- 
ing being ; proud, jealous, revengeful ; and this Iris character 
betrays itself in the Old Testament,, which came from him. 

Believing that they found in the Old Testament much that 
is anthropopatiiic ascribed to God — so much which was at 
variance with the Christian idea of the Deity and with moral 
perfection — it might indeed have occurred to these Gnostics, 
had they lived in a different spiritual atmosphere, to consider 
all this as human error, whereby the true idea of God had 
been vitiated. But to refer it to a subjective origin, and to 
explain it psychologically, was altogether remote from their 
habit of thought. Judaism no less than paganism appeared 
in its contrasts to Christianity something too positively real 
to admit of being satisfactorily explained in this way. They 
fancied they could trace in the life of nations the influence of self- 
subsistent spiritual potentates, who controlled the general con- 
sciousness. What St. Paul says of the principalities and powers 
put down by Christ (apx a *c an d l&vcriaig) they referred to these 

* Accordingly, in the system of these Sabaeans, the seven planet-spirits 
and the twelve star- spirits of the zodiac, who sprang from an irregular con- 
nection between the cheated Fetahil and the spirit of darkness, play an im- 
portant part in everything that is bad. To their deceptive arts the Sabaeans 
traced the origin of those detestable religions, Judaism and Christianity. 
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agents. As in paganism they saw the kingdom of the demons, 
so in Judaism they saw the kingdom of the Demiurge. And so, 
while they acknowledged the history of the Old Testament to 
be true, they transferred to the Demiurge himself whatever in 
the idea of God, as presented by the Old Testament, appeared 
to them defective. They saw the image of this being reflected 
in the character and in the conceptions of the people devoted 
to his service. Even in nature, where they recognised the 
rule of an iron necessity, governing by invariable and inexor- 
able laws, they believed that the God of holy love, revealed 
through Christ, was not to be found. They saw' there a plas- 
tic power, manifesting itself indeed, but unable to .master 
its material, to subdue the destructive agencies which resisted 
its own efforts. They beheld here the old chaos breaking 
loose again in manifold ways ; the wild energy of the v'Aiy, 
revolting without control against the dominion which the 
fashioner would exercise over it, casting off the yoke imposed 
on it, and destroying the work he had begun. They recog- 
nised here, indeed, a powerful but not an all-powerful Demi- 
urge, against whose rule the vXijj which he sought to subject 
to his will, was continually rebelling. The same jealous 
being, limited in his power, ruling with despotic sway, they 
imagined they saw in nature no less than in the Old Testa- 
ment. Their peculiar views involved however the truth that, 
even at the stage of illumination which was set forth in the 
Old Testament, religion was not wholly emancipated from the 
principle which ruled in the ancient world ; even though it was 
designed to reveal a higher, theistic element in opposition to 
that principle. This could be effected by nothing less than the 
redeeming power of the gospel. These Gnostics thus judged : 
— the supreme God, the God of holiness arid love, who has no 
connection whatever with the sensible world, has revealed him- 
self in this earthly creation only by certain divine seeds of life 
which He has scattered among men, but the germination of 
which the Demiurge strives to check and suppress. The per- 
fect God was at most known and worshipped in mysteries 
by a few spiritual men. But now this God has through his 
highest JEon, at once, and without any foregoing preparation, 
come down to this inferior world, for the purpose of drawing 
upward to himself those higher and kindred spiritual natures 
which were here held in bondage. Christianity found nowhere 
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in the whole creation a sympathetic welcome, except in those 
theosophical schools where a higher wisdom in the form of secret 
doctrines had been handed down from age to age. 

This difference between the Gnostic systems was one of 
great importance, both theoretically and practically. The 
Gnostics of the first class, who looked upon the Demiurge as 
an organ and representative of the supreme God, who fash- 
ioned nature according to his ideas, and guided the develop- 
ment of God’s kingdom in history, might, consistently with 
their principles, recognise the manifestation of the divine both 
in nature and in history. They were not necessarily driven to 
an unchristian hatred of the world. They could admit that 
the divine element might be revealed even in earthly relations; 
that everything of the earth was capable of being refined and 
ennobled by its influence. In their ascetic views they might 
therefore be very moderate, as we find actually to have been 
the case with many of this class ; but still their notion of the 
v\ri would lead to the mischievous practical result of tracing- 
evil exclusively to the world of sense ; and their over valua- 
tion of a contemplative Gnosis might prove unfavourable 
to the spirit of active charity. On the contrary, the other 
form of Gnosis, which represented the Creator of the world as 
a being directly opposed to the supreme God and His higher 
system, would necessarily lead to a wildly fanatical and morose 
hatred of the world, wholly at war with the spirit of Christi- 
anity. This expressed itself in two ways ; among the nobler 
and more sensible class it took the form of an extreme and rigid 
asceticism, of an anxious abhorrence of all contact with the world 
— though to mould and fashion that world constitutes a part 
of the Christian vocation. In this case morality could at best 
be only negative, a mere preparatory purification to contem- 
plation. But the same eccentric hatred of the world, when 
coupled with pride and arrogance, might also lead to wild fana- 
ticism and a bold contempt of all moral obligations. When 
the Gnostics had once started upon the principle that the 
whole of this world is the work of a finite, ungodlike spirit, 
and is not susceptible of any revelation of the divine — that 
the loftier natures who belong to a far higher world are held 
in bondage by it — they easily came to the conclusion that 
everything external is a matter of perfect indifference to the 
inner man ; nothing of a loftier nature can there be expressed ; 
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the outward man may indulge in every lust, provided only 
that the tranquillity of the inner man is not thereby disturbed 
in its meditation. The best way to show contempt of, and to 
bid defiance to, this wretched alien world was, not to allow 
the mind to be affected by it in any situation. Men should 
mortify sense by indulging in every lust, and still preserving 
their tranquillity of mind unruffled. “We must conquer lust 
by the enjoyment of lust,” said these strong men (esprits forts), 
“ for it is no great thing for a man to abstain from lust who 
has never tried it ; but true greatness consists in not being 
overcome by it when surrounded by it.*’ * Although the 
statements of adversaries ought not to be received without 
great caution and distrust, and we ought never to forget that 
such witnesses were liable, either by unfriendly inferences or 
the misconstruction of terms, to impute to such sects much 
that was false, nevertheless the characteristic maxims quoted 
from their own lips, and the concurrent testimony of such men 
as Irenaeus and Epiphanius, and of those still more unpre- 
judiced and careful inquirers the Alexandrian fathers, places 
it beyond all reasonable doubt that they not merely taught 
such principles, but also put them in practice. Besides, that 
enemy of Christianity, the Neo-Platonist Porphyry, corrobo- 
rates this statement by quoting from the mouths of these per- 
sons maxims of a similar import, j “A little standing pool,” 
they said, “ may be defiled, when any impure substance, is 
poured into it ; not so the ocean, which receives everything, 
because it knows its own immensity. So little men are 
overcome by eating ; but he who is an ocean of strength 
(eZovala, probably a peculiar term of theirs, and a misin- 
terpretation of St. Paul’s language, 1 Corinth, viii. 9, vi. 
19) takes everything and is not defiled.” Not only in the 
history of Christian sects of earlier and more recent times, but 
also among the sects of the Hindoos, and even among the rude 
islanders of Australia, instances may be found of such tenden- 
cies to defy all moral obligations, arising either from specula- 
tive or mystical elements, or it may be from some subjective 
caprice opposing itself to all positive law. In the general tempe- 
rament of the present period, the false yearning of the subjective 
after total emancipation, and the breaking loose from all the 

* Clemens, Stromat. lib. II. f. 411. 

t De abstinentia earn. lib. I. s. 40 et seq. 
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bonds, holy or unholy, by which society had been previously 
kept together, is quite apparent. And this tendency might 
seem to find a point of sympathy in that unshackling of the 
spirit, radically different, however, in its character, which 
Christianity brought along with it. 

This difference in the Gnostic theories shows itself again in 
their several views of particular moral relations . The Gnos- 
tics of the last class either enjoined celibacy, and abhorred 
marriage as impure and profane, or else — on the principle 
that whatever pertained to sense is indifferent, and that men 
ought in this respect to defy the Demiurge by despising his 
stringent laws — they justified the gratification of every lust. 
Those of the first class, on the contrary, honoured marriage as 
a holy estate ; and in this respect also saw in Christianity the 
complete fulfilment of a relation introduced into the world of the 
Demiurge, as a type of a higher order of things. Indeed the 
Valentinian Gnosis, which invariably regarded the lower world 
as a symbol and mirror of the higher, which sought everywhere 
to trace the manifestation of the same supreme law in various gra- 
dations of different stages of existence, went so far as to see in the 
relation of marriage the fulfilment of a higher law which pervades 
every stage and degree of existence, from the highest link of 
the chain downwards. We here recognise in the Valentinian 
Gnosis the first attempt, -originating in the influence of Chris- 
tianity, scientifically to determine the true significance of mar- 
riage, in its connection with the laws of the universe — a point 
which the mind of Plato was striving to reach in the Sympo- 
sium ; but which could not be reached and adequately pre- 
sented until Christianity had led men to recognise the oneness 
of God’s image in both the sexes, and their consequent rela- 
tion to each other and to the common type of humanity. 

The difference between these two tendencies of Gnosticism 
strongly manifested itself again in their several ways of contem- 
plating Chiist’s person. All Gnostics agreed, it is true, in 
this respect — that, as they distinguished the God of heaven 
from the God of nature, and consequently made an undue 
separation between the invisible and the visible world, the 
divine and the human, they could not acknowledge the unity 
of the human and divine natures in the person of Christ. 
Yet as in the principle we remarked an important difference 
between the two chief branches of Gnosticism, so we shall 
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observe the same difference, too, in the consequence to which 
it lecL We shall find an essential divergence in the views 
entertained of the relation between the divine and human 
natures in Christ. One class regarded the humanity of Christ 
as real, and even as possessed of a certain dignity jp f its own ; 
yet, as they made two Gods of the one God of heaven and of 
nature, and represented the creator of the latter to be nothing 
more than the instrument of tiie former, so they divided the 
one Christ into two Christs — a higher and a lower, a heavenly 
and an earthly Christ— the latter serving merely as the organ 
of the former ; and this, not by an original and inseparable 
union, but in such sense that the former first united himself 
with the latter at his baptism in the Jordan. But th either 
form of Gnosis, denying, as it did, all connection of Christi- 
anity with Judaism, and all progressive development of the 
kingdom of God among men, making of the God of Christ 
and the gospel a different being from the God of nature and of 
history, must necessarily do away the connection of Christ’s 
manifestation with nature and with history. The favourite 
notion of oriental fancy,* and which had long gained currency 
among the Jews, that a higher spirit has the faculty of pre- 
senting himself to the outward eye in various delusive though 
sensible forms, but posesssing no reality of substance, was 
applied to Christ. One entire and important part of his 
earthly existence and of his personal being was criticized 
away ; his whole humanity was denied, and made to be a 
mere deceptive show, a mere vision .f Yet we can in nowise 
agree with those who hold that Docetism was only one form, 
modified by the spirit of the age, in which a decided tendency 
to idealism and rationalism manifested itself; so that, had 
the Docetce lived at some other period, they would have 
substituted in place of the historical Christ a mere ideal one. 
We must, however, carefully distinguish the proper essence 
of the heretical tendency from the symptoms through which it 
expressed itself. Docetism may be the result of very different 
tendencies of mind — of a supranaturalist as well as of a ration- 

* We have only to think of the Hindoo Maia, and the host of Indian 
myths. 

t Just as Philo’s idea of the Old Testament theophanies led to the 
views entertained by one Jewish sect respecting the angelophanies no- 
ticed in Ju6tin M., Dial. c. Tryph. See vol. I. p. 58. 
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alist. It might have been founded on a strong interest to give 
all possible prominence to this supernatural and real element 
in Christ’s appearance. Docetism in this case might suppose 
a real, though not sensuous Christ ; and a real impartation of 
Christ to humanity. Christ gave himself, according to this 
view, to humanity, as a source of divine life ; only he did not 
present himself to man’s eye of sense in his true, divine nature, 
but, in order to be perceived by them, without, however, coming 
himself into any contact with matter, in an unreal sensible 
veil. His appearance was something objectively true ; but the 
sensible form in which this was apparent to men was merely 
subjective ; for this was the only way in which men, under the 
dominion of sense, could hold any intercourse with a nature so 
divine. A highly and exclusively supranaturalist mode of view 
might lead in this case to a total denial of the reality of the 
natural element in Christ. But even under this form of Docet- 
ism there might also lurk a tendency to subtilize Christianity, 
and to make the life of Christ a mere symbol of a spiritual 
communication from God, to substitute the idea of God’s re- 
deeming power for the historical Redeemer. In short, there 
might eventually spring out of such a tendency an opposition 
to historical Christianity, of which, indeed, we shall afterwards 
find instances. 

When these Gnostics, with their system ready made, looked 
into the New Testament, they could easily find it all there, 
since they only sought for points to which they might attach 
it. Trusting to the inner light of their higher spiritual na- 
ture, which was to make all things clear to them, they gave 
themselves but little concern about the letter of the religious 
records. In all cases they were for explaining outward things 
from within — that is, from their own intuitions, which were 
above all doubt ; they disdained the helps necessary to unfold 
the spirit contained under the cover of the word ; they de- 
spised the law r s of thought and of language.* Consequently 
in interpreting the records of religion they were liable to all 
manner of delusion ; while also, without any intention of fraud, 
they had power to charm others, as ignorant of those laws as 
they were themselves, within the circle of their intuitions and 

* Origeu, in Philopal. c. 14, shows how the Gnostics were confirmed 
in their errors in biblical interpretation by the iyvelec rm koymuv. 



GNOSTIC INTERPRETATIONS. 31 

symbolical representations. Taking, for instance, the term 
“ world,” wherever it occurs in the New Testament, in one 
and the same sense, neither distinguishing nor separating the 
objective from the subjective world, they could easily enough 
find proofs for the position that the whole earthly creation is 
faulty and defective, so that it could not have proceeded from the 
Supreme and perfect God. The parables, to whose simplicity 
and profound practical meaning they 'were quite blind, were 
specially welcome to them, because in them, when the point of 
comparison which first suggested them was once dropped, an 
arbitrary interpretation had the fullest scope. The contro- 
versy excited, however, by this arbitrary mode of exposition 
among the Gnostics, had the good effect of turning the atten- 
tion of their opponents to the necessity of a sober, grammatical 
method of scriptural interpretation, and leading them to esta- 
blish the first hermeneutical canons; as may be seen from 
numerous examples in Irenseus, Tertullian, Clement, and 
Origen. 

As the opinion that falsehood is allowable and even neces- 
sary for guiding the multitude was a deeply-rooted principle of 
the aristocratism of the old world ; and as it was Christianity 
that first cut off all justification of falsehood, and first awakened 
a general conviction of the absolute obligation of truthful- 
ness, founded on the fact that all are alike rational, all created 
alike in the image of God ; so it was an inseparable conse- 
quence of that reaction of the old aristocratic spirit with which 
Gnosticism was connected, that the principle of the condi- 
tional legitimacy of Falsehood once more slipped in. By means 
of the opposition which the G nostics set up between psychical 
and spiritual men, they could call it good to descend from the 
higher position to the lower, and to say to the latter stage 
what is false, because they are incapable of receiving the pure 
truth. This principle influenced their interpretation of the 
New Testament ; and led them to invent the theory of exege- 
tical accommodation. Many among them asserted that Chiist 
and the apostles expressed themselves differently according to 
the different standing of those whom they addressed — that 
they accommodated themselves to these different positions; 
to the natural men (the 4 /v X tk "°0? those who stood on the 
ground of blind, unconscious faith — faith on outward autho- 
rity and on miracles (those who were tied down to Jewish 
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prejudices) — they spoke only of a Demiurge, for in truth the 
limited capacities of these men were unfitted for anything 
higher. The higher truths from the world of iEons, and re- 
lating to that world, they had communicated to none but a 
small circle of the initiated, who, by virtue of their higher, spi- 
ritual nature (the TrvevfiaTiKot), were capable of understanding 
such truths. But in all other cases they had simply hinted at 
these .truths in isolated figures and symbols, intelligible to such 
natures alone. That higher wisdom they had, as St. Paul de- 
clared, 1 Corinth, ii. 6, spoken by word of mouth only to 
such as were perfect ; and it was only by oral transmission 
within the circle of the initiated that it was to be continually 
handed down. The knowledge of this secret tradition, there- 
fore, first furnishes the true key to the more profound exposition 
of scripture. Though other church teachers, on whom the 
spirit of Platonism had too great an influence, were not wholly 
exempt from this aristocratic element, yet the clear and earnest 
Christian spirit expressly opposed it in the person of Irenaeus. 
“ The apostles,” he said, * “ who were sent forth to reclaim the 
erring, to restore sight to the blind, to heal the sick, assuredly 
did not speak to them according to their existing opinions, but 
according to the revelation of truth. What physician who 
desires to heal the sick will treat his patient just as he would 
have him, and not rather so as will effect his cure? The 
apostles, who were disciples of the truth, are strangers to all 
falsehood, because falsehood has nothing in common with truth, 
any more than darkness has with light. Our Lord, who is 
the truth, could not therefore deceive.” 

Others, on the principles of their G nosis, ventured to submit 
the whole New Testament to the boldest criticism, affirming 
it to be impossible from the instructions of the apostles alone 
to get at the pure doctrines of Christ ; for the apostles them- 
selves were still in some degree fettered by psychical or 
Jewish opinions. The spiritual man (the Pneumaticus) must 
sift the “ natural’’ from the “spiritual” in their writings. 
And they even went so far as to distinguish, in Christ’s dis- 
courses, what had been spoken by the natural Christ under 
the inspiration of the Demiurge; what had been expressed 
through him by the divine “ Wisdom,” which had not yet 
reached its full development, but still fluctuated between the 
♦ Lib. III. c. 5. 
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province of the Demiurge and the “ Pleronia and what 
had been spoken through him by the supreme vovq out of the 

Pleronuut 

It is easy to see tliat under this theosophieal mode of view 
and expression is veiled a completely rationalistic mode of 
thinking, which strives to soar above the Christ and the Chris- 
tianity of history. It evidently proceeds on the hypothesis 
of a contrariety between the idea and ita manifestation in the 
original Christianity — of a perfectibility of Christianity, by 
means of which it was to purify itself from that which, in 
its first form of manifestation, checked and vitiated the pure 
evolution of the idea. In the person of Christ himself a dis- 
tinction was also made between what belongs to the idea, and 
what belongs to the disturbing element of the temporal mani- 
festation — between the truth which he uttered in the imme- 
diateuess of inspiration from an intuition soaring beyond all 
temporal considerations, and what he spoke from the inferior 
position of reflection disturbed by the ideas of time. 

These Gnostics for the most part had no intention of sepa- 
rating from the rest of the church, and establishing distinct 
communities of their own, They were convinced that the 
psychical natures were unable, from their lower station, to un- 
derstand Christianity otherwise than in the form the church 
gave it ; that they could not reach beyond a blind faith on 
authority ; that they were utterly destitute of a faculty for the 
higher spiritual intuition : — they did not wish therefore to dis- 
turb these common followers of the church in their peace of 
faith ; J they were for uniting with the ordinary congregations, 
and establishing in connection with them a kind of theosophic 
school of Christian mysteries, to which all should be ad- 
mitted in whom they could discern that higher faculty which 
was not bestowed on all. They complained that they were 
called heretics, though they fully concurred in the teaching of 
the church. § 

But what would have become of the church, had they sue- 

* The Sophia, Achamoth. See below. \ Vid. Iren. lib. III. c. 2. 

t Taw* iKxknnarruovf. 

§ Queruntur de nobis, quod, cum similia nobiscum sentiant, sine 
causa abstineamus nos a communicatione eorum, et, cum eadem dicant 
et eandein habeant doctrinam, vocemus illos hscreticos. Iren. lib. III. 
c. 15. 

von. ii. 
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ceeded in their design of propagating their sect within it by 
means of such a distinction of two different positions in reli- 
gion ? The very essence of the church, which admits of no 
such distinction, which rests on the fact of a common faith 
uniting all hearts in the same fellowship of a higher life — in 
short, the peculiar character of Christianity itself — would 
have been thereby destroyed. Christianity could, as we have 
seen, let itself down again to a more Jewish position of the 
mind ; it could wrap itself in a Jewish dress, and could be thus 
propagated in the consciousness of men, who required to be 
trained to Christian freedom by a gradual process. Still the 
essentials of the church remained, though in a very inadequate 
form, resulting from the reaction of an earlier stage of religious 
development. But had the church allowed room for such a 
distinction within its bosom, it must have forfeited its very 
essence and existence. Accordingly the spirit, which throws 
off whatever it cannot digest and assimilate to its own nature, 
united men of the most opposite theological tendencies in a 
common resistance to this reaction, which directly threatened 
the very life of the church itself. 

Gnosticism had a twofold conflict to sustain — a conflict with 
the Christian principle which laboured to maintain its essential 
independence, and another with Platonism. Plotinus, who in 
his works nowhere openly attacks Christianity, felt himself com- 
pelled to come forward as an opponent of the Gnostics, because 
in their speculations they pretended to soar high above Plato 
and the old Greek philosophy.* lie evidently does them injus- 
tice when he asserts that what they taught consisted partly of 
ideas, borrowed from Plato, and partly in novelties, devoid, how- 
ever, of truth, which they had devised in order to form a system 
of their own.f Their divergence from Platonism was by no 
means an arbitrary elaborate device, worked out with a view 
to outdo antiquity ; but it was necessarily grounded in their 
religious and philosophical principles, — as indeed Plotinus 

* He accuses them of perverting Plato’s doctrines, and of seeking to 
place them in an unfavourable light : ‘ft; avroi [mv rh* vettri jv (putm xaru- 
vtvevKortg* txiiW ii xeti ru>* m.Xkev* ruv fjuet*Koiuv uvfytvv pfi. They should 
IlOt h rev revg *'EAX*jv«f 3«e zat ra atrrvv tv rvtrrdcru tapk ro7<- 

kuwwfft cr»n7v. Euuead. 11. 1. IX.. See also Porphyry’s life of Plotinus, 
c. i6. 

f *'OXw? yot% airelg rk pit* tfetpd rev nxdreweg t "Ajuttcm, ra It oca xxivera- 
jttev<riv f i\a ihiav (piXaffotyiav S&trxe, ravra *£*> riig eLX*iBt/ag tugfira/. 
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himself evinces by his mode of combating them. On those 
principles, both as regards their Christian and their Oriental 
theosophic element, the Gnostics must have believed that they 
found in Plato intimations of the truth indeed, but that they 
still missed the true light which was to illuminate the history of 
the universe. To Plotinus, no doubt, regarding this n$w ten- 
dency from his peculiar position as a Greek philosopher, it must 
have seemed, in respect both to What was true and what was 
false in it, a declension from the old healthy enlightenment of 
the Greeks, and wholly repugnant to Hellenic sobriety. He 
saw in it a contagious, fanatical turn of thinking, which had 
taken possession of men's minds and rendered them incapable 
of appreciating arguments from reason.* In Plotinus the oppo- 
sition of the Platonic principle to the Gnosis on one hand is 
directed against Christianity itself, against the Christian ele- 
ment admitted by the Gnostics ; on the other hand it coin- 
cides with the resistance which the Christian principle itself 
would make to the Gnosis ; and it is interesting to compare 
what Plotinus says in this respect with the similar strictures 
made by Christian antagonists of the Gnostic heresy. 

In respect to the former line of controversy, it is necessary 
to notice, first of all, his opposition to the teleological argu- 
ment. Though it may have found a place in the original 
Platonism, which was not rigidly carried out to all its conse- 
quences, yet it is wholly excluded by the more severe and 
systematic deduction of the Neo- Platonic Monadism.* No- 

* The statement of Plotinus, that the ancients have advanced many 
better things on spiritual matters, as will be readily seen by such as 
have not been carried away by the delusion now spreading among 
men ( ro7( /u.» i%ec.’reiro>fA,ivoit ryv U nBiavrav iit ivSguTous ufdrnv), suggests 
the question whether by this a.*urn is to be understood the spreading 
Gnosis, or the still more widely spreading Christianity. If the latter, 
then, as this would be the only passage in which he has attacked Chris- 
tianity, it would be singular that he should have done so but once, and 
,'then in so vague and indefinite a manner. We must then ascribe it to 
his indulgence to a religion which may have had its followers among 
his immediate friends. Other polemical allusions, bearing against 
Christianity generally, have indeed been found by Creuzer in his 
review of the edition of Heigl, in the Studien und Kritiken, 1834, II., 
and by 13aur, in his investigations of this book of Plotinus, in his 
History of Gnosticism, p. 418, &c. Yet l cannot agree with the latter 
in seeing such allusions in all the passages he quotes for this end. 

t So I think I mav cal) the system of Plotinus, notwithstanding his 

d2 
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thing is here admitted but the immanent necessity of the 
notion, in its evolution from the Absolute to the extreme 
limit of all being. The teleological motive in the operation of 
spiritual powers, which the Gnosis recognised, as well as the 
substitution of this transitive action in place of the immanent 
necessity of a process of development, must have appeared to 
Plotinus an anthropopathic falsification of the voi?rd, by trans- 
ferring the notion of the end and of the thereby determined 
beginning of an action, taken from human and temporal 
relations, to an order of things placed above and beyond these 
categories. * Accordingly it seemed to him ridiculous that 
they should transfer to the Demiurge the relation of the human 
artist to his work, and say he created the world for his own 
glory. | The Gnostics, however, whom we described as belong- 
ing to the first class, would by no means spurn such a comparison 
and analogy ; but knew how to make a very good use of them 
on their own principles, by which they sought to show how the 
highest stage of Being copied itself in all the succeding steps. 

Again, Plotinus, agreeably to his hypothesis of the im- 
manent necessity of the mundane process of development, in 
which everything occupied the precise place which belonged to 
it as a part, regarded the great question on which the Gnostics 
bestowed so much labour — whence are imperfection and evil — 
as not less absurd than the answers which they gave to that 
question. The Christian doctrine of the fall must have 
appeared to him in the same light on the principles of his own 
monadistic scheme of the universe. 

lie says of the Gnostics, that, striving to rise above reason, 
they had fallen below it ; J a proposition, however, which, 
understood according to the principles of Plotinus, tells not 
only against the fanciful speculations of the Gnostics, but also 
against the Christian notion of revelation, and against the 
Christian idea of divine grace. 

In the following case, too, Plotinus* objection to the Gnostic 
scheme would also bear against the Christian doctrine. He 

doctrine of the ^'ajj, for he regards it as having no positive existence, but 
only forms the boundary of all being. 

* T« Si Si* ci Wotwi Karpov, retvrov ru S.« ci itn ; K*i Si* ci b S»j- 

fttovoy'as iaroi'ttrsv, **0 trpurov ph d{X*> v Z.&ft&wov'rm Wt) tou an'. 

f I’AiJiv to iva Tipwro, kki piraQioovruv oc<ro rvv dycckparoarotuv ruv ivrcu J$«. 

j To Si vt\(> povv nbn torr/v t\v m ) xunlv. 
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represents it as very absurd in the Gnostics to presume to 
exalt themselves above the great heavenly bodies, calling their 
ovm souls and those of the worst men immortal and divine ; 
while in the stars, whose regular courses manifested the pre- 
sence of a soul acting without disturbance in obedience to 
invariable laws, they could see nothing but perishable ; jmai.ter.* 
To Plotinus the soul of man appeared vastly inferior to that 
which resided in those great heavenly bodies, always remain- 
ing like itself, and exempt from all change and all passion. 

Though the charge of pride, which Plotinus brought against 
the Gnostics, was, in one view of it, the same which was urged 
on the side of paganism generally against the whole Christian 
scheme, yet in another view, where he complained of the 
arrogance and superciliousness of the Gnostics, and found in 
them nothing like humility, he might perhaps be arguing in 
agreement with the Christian principle itself. “ Men without 
understanding,” says he, “are taken by such discourses, in which 
they are told all at once, ‘ You shall be not only better than all 
men, but even than all gods for pride is great in man ; and 
he who before thought meanly of himself, and classed himself 
with ordinary mortals, f begins to be puffed up when he hears 
it said, 6 Thou art a son of God, but the others, whom you 
admire, are not such ; for what they have received from the 
fathers, what they reverence, is not, the right doctrine ; but 
thou art higher than the very heavens, even without labouring 
for it/ ” { In this charge of arrogance against the Gnostics, 
as boasting of their loftier pneumatic origin and nature, 
Irenaeus also agreed, when he says of them,§ “ Whoever joins 
them is at once puffed up ; thinks himself neither in heaven 
nor on earth, but to belong already to the Pleroma, and struts 
about full of pride.” Here we see the unspeculative church- 
father and the pagan philosopher perfectly agreeing in attacking 
the spiritual pride of the Gnostics. And yet it may be asked 
whether Plotinus must not on his principles have judged pre- 

* OvTt rriv fjiiv avreHv xBdvetrov xat Buxv xiyuv xat rbv <rav QaoXora- 

t«» avBpuar aiv, rov eigavov urdyra xat ret ixt 7 cLrrget rvtt dBxvdrou xtxotw 

f *0 Tgongov ramms xat xa) 1'htdrvi avtfg. From this combina- 

tion of homogeneous predicates, it seems to me that the -ravum refers here 
to meanness of condition, and that this passage cannot he reckoned with 
those in which a blow is rimed against the Christian notion of humility. 

+ K purrvy xat rtv ovgax J, ceovnrat, § Lib. III. C. 15. 
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cisely in the same way of the Christians, who gloried in 
haying become, through grace, the children of God, and 
despised the religion and civilization handed down to them from 
the fathers ; — whether, in writing that passage, he was not, at 
the same time, thinking of the Christians as a body. 

, Plotinus (who does not distinguish the several parties among 
the Gnostics)* referring to those who maintained an absolute 
opposition between the Demiurge and the Supreme God, as 
well as between the two orders of world, says that their doc- 
trine led to the same practical result as the principles of the 
Epicurean school, which denied everything divine, and made 
pleasure the supreme good. For were it true that this world 
is so utterly alienated from all that is godlike, that the latter 
cannot reveal or realize itself in it, it would follow that nothing 
remained for a man but to serve interest and pleasure, t if 
his own moral nature did not teach him better than such a 
system. J Justly also does he ascribe to their fundamental 
principles the absence in all their systems of a theory of 
morals, § and he sums up with these remarks: — “To say, 

4 Look to God,* is nothing to the purpose, unless we are taught 
how we may be able to look away to him ; for what hinders 

* Baur has acknowledged this. See his work, just mentioned, p. 440*. 
In respect to the theoretical part — the speculative view of tiie universe — 
the majority of the allusions in Plotinus are doubtless to the great Valen- 
tinian brauch of the Gnostic system. In this I agree with Baur. In 
respect to the practical part, the attack seems to be directed for the most 
part against the purely Dualist ic and antinomian views. In fact, Por- 
phyry, the disciple of Plotinus, combats this tendency in his work on 
“ Abstinence from animal food.” 1 can find nothing in tin; hook which 
may not be sufficiently explained on this hypothesis,— nothing which, as 
Baur supposes, could refer directly to the sect of Marcion. In reference 
to the latter, Plotinus would not have passed over without notice the 
strictly moral spirit which pervaded his sect. The preeminently prac- 
tical tendency of Marcion was in no sense calculated to bring on a 
collision between his school and the New Platonists. It is deserving of 
remark, however, rhat Porphyry names none of the Gnostics who are 
known to us, but others who are wholly unknown. With the works, too, 
which are said to have been the fruit of immense labour on the part of 
the Gnostics mentioned by him, we are totally anacquainted. Perhaps 
we might obtain more accurate information of an aute-Christiau Gnosis 
if these works were in our hands. 

■f* *'Iv« xetXov ivravSet oipStiiti vffapx**’ 

j E l u,nrtg t»» Qvm tS avrov xgtjVrwv uti ruv koyuv revra/v. 

§ MtjSiva Xoye* «r (gi xgiTti; irv&otr, rSai. 
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one, it mi«ht be said, from looking to God, though he should 
neither abstain from pleasure nor moderate his anger ; since, 
surely, men may remember the name of God at the very time 
that they abandon themselves to their passions. Virtue, 
which goes right forward to its end and dwells in the soul 
with whdom for its companion, enables me to meditate on 
God. But when, without true virtue, God is named, it is only 
an empty name.” 

The most convenient basis for a classification of the Gnostic 
sects is furnished by our remarks on the more important differ- 
ences among them. They will best be referred to different 
classes according as they adopted a sterner or a milder form of 
Dualism ; according as they represented the Demiurge as a 
being altogether alien from and opposed to the Supreme God, 
or only as subordinate to him and acting even in the ante- 
Christian period as his unconscious organ ; according as they 
acknowledged the connection subsisting between the visible and 
invisible worlds, between God’s revelation in nature, in history, 
and Christianity — the identity of the Old and New Testaments 
as belonging to the same unity of the theocratic development 
— or denied all this, and asserted an absolute contrariety in 
these several respects. In short, we may divide the Gnostic 
sect* into two .classes — one attached, the other opposed, to 
Judaism. If, however, we do not always find the antithesis so 
sharply defined in the facts as it is presented in the concep- 
tion, but, on the contrary, observe many shades of transition 
from the stiff and rigid form of contrast down to the more 
flowing and evanescent shapes, this is precisely what might be 
expected in such a time of ferment and confusion — the same 
thing, in fact, which occurs in other more decided instances of 
contrariety. It furnishes, therefore, no objection to the cor- 
rectness of our division. 

As the first contrasts in the mode of apprehending Christi- 
anity came from its birthplace in Judaism, this is also true of 
the Gnosis, even though the latter subsequently developed 
itself into a direct opposition to Judaism. We have, in fact, 
already observed, among the Judaizing sects themselves, 
Gnostic elements attributable to the mystical, theosophical, 
or speculative tendencies existing among the Jews. Accord- 
ingly many phenomena may present themselves, of which we 
shall be at a loss whether to ascribe them to Judaizing or to 
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Gnostic sects. And as these phenomena belong to the com- 
mon element 'of both, and constitute transition points between 
them, we may be in one sense right, whether we close 
with them the development of the Judaizing sects, or make 
them, the opening of the development of the Gnostic sects. 
When, however, a phenomenon presents itself which in spirit 
and character belongs to a fundamentally Jewish cast of 
thought, though it may seem to contain individual elements 
of Gnosticism, we* shall notwithstanding be obliged to refer it to 
the former system. Wherever certain tendencies or ideas pre- 
dominate in the intellectual atmosphere of a period, they 
inevitably become mixed up with all that in any way oilers a 
rallying point for them, even though in other respects it con- 
stitutes quite an opposite tendency. This holds good of the 
religious direction which shows itself in the Clementines.* 
Although it must be conceded that individual ideas, closely 
akin to Gnosticism, are to be found in this work, yet the 
desire to simplify the doctrine of faith — the dogma of a 
primitive religion, simply restored by Moses and Christ; the 
purely Jewish conception of 7ritmc ; the prominence given to 
outward works, the assertion of their meritoriousness, and the 
predominant tendency to the outward and practical life, — 
points which the Gnostic himself w ould ascribe to the psychical 
temperament, incapable of receiving the Gnosis; — all this is 
too characteristically distinctive of the Jewish position, as 
opposed to the Gnosis, to leave a doubt under which category 
we ought to place this phenomenon. And at the same time 
the work itself assumes a polemical attitude against Gnosticism, 
of which this work makes Simon Magus the representative. 
We must therefore view the Clementines not merely as not 
belonging to Gnosticim, but as representing the extreme of the 
Jewish position, the direct contrast to the system of Marcion. 
The extreme point of Judaism in the Clementines, and the one 
most directly opposed to the Marcionitic heresy, we consider to 

* I must explain myself where I differ on this point from Dr. Baur. 
The way in which we differ in our division of the Gnostic sects is con- 
nected, indeed, with our different modes of apprehending the entire system 
of Gnosticism ; and this difference again, with the fundamental one of 
our theological principles. I have not thought it proper to enter any 
farther into the polemics of the question, inasmuch as the grounds for 
my own development of the subject lie iu that development itself. 
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be this : — they recognise in Christianity nothing that is new ; 
Christianity, according to them, is only a restoration of the pure 
religion of Moses. So far as the main question in the Cle- 
mentines relates to the restoration of a simple, monotheistic, 
primitive religion,— and Judaism is entirely stripped by them 
of its prophetic element, — we see in this work a precursor of 
Mohammedanism rather than a form of the manifestation of 
Gnosticism. 

But while we must adopt this division of the Gnostics into 
two main classes, we may at the same time adopt a twofold 
modification of the second anti-Judaistic tendency. Either 
Christianity was presented by it in direct opposition to Judaism, 
but, on the other hand, placed in closer connection with 
paganism, though not with its mythology, but simply with the 
speculative element of Hellenism ; or, secondly, Christianity 
was severed from all connection with earlier systems, so as to 
appear in its complete elevation above all that went before it, 
and in majesty throwing all its predecessors in eclipse, and so 
as to be free from all liability to corruption by retaining any 
elements of a preceding stage of culture. The first shape of 
anti-Judaistic Gnosticism, inasmuch as it brings Christianity 
into union with paganism much more than with Judaism, must 
have tended to endanger the theistic principle itself as opposed 
to that of natural religion, and consequently to prove most 
injurious to the character of its Christian element. The 
second, on the other hand, must have come into collision with 
the spirit of Gnosticism itself, by which it is on one side 
attracted to a purely Christian interest, which, however mis- 
apprehended, still animated it.* 

After these general remarks we may now proceed to consider 
the several Gnostic sects in detail ; and following the classifi- 
cation which has appeared the most appropriate, we shall 
speak first of those Gnostic sects which , attaching themselves 
to Judaism , insisted on a gradual development of the Theocracy 
from an original foundation of it in the human race . 

* I readily acknowledge with many thanks that I should, perhaps, 
not have adopted this new modification of the division offered in my 
genetic development, and in the first edition of my Church History, but 
for Dr. Baur’s strictures on my original classification. 
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Particular Sects . 

1. Gnostic Sects attaching themselves to Judaism. 

C ERIN THUS. 

Cerinthus is best entitled to be considered as the inter- 
mediate link between the Judaiziug and the Gnostic sects. 
To him the remark formerly made applies in all its force, 
and in his case it may well be disputed whether he ought 
to be placed in the former or latter class of these sects ; 
for in him, as has been already shown, elements alike of 
Ebionism and of Gnosticism are found united. Accordingly, 
even among the ancients opposite reports respecting his doc- 
trine have been given from opposite points of view, according 
as the Gnostic or the Judaiziug element was exclusively insisted 
upon.* And the dispute on this point has been kept up even 
to modern times. In point of chronology, too, Cerinthus 
may be regarded as representing the principle in its transition 
from Judaism to Gnosticism ; for he made his appearance in 
Asia Minor nearly at the close of the apostolic age, when, 
after the Pharisaic Judaism had first mixed itself up with 
Christianity, the tendencies allied to Essenism quickly followed. 
Since even as early as in the epistles which St. Paul wrote 
during his first imprisonment we find indications of the appear- 
ance of such a phenomenon, we have no reason to call in 
question the tradition (which can be traced back to disciples 
of St. John himself) on the credit of which Ireuams asserts 
that Cerinthus was a contemporary of this apostle, and was 
opposed by him. There is nothing improbable in what Theo- 
doret reports, f that Cerinthus began to teach in Alexandria, 
and, having received his first impulse from the theology of die 
Alexandrian Jews, and drawn from them the germs of his 
doctrine, made his appearance in Asia Minor at a somewhat 
later time. 

We detect the Jewish principle in Cerinthus when he sup- 

* To the Gnostic, by Irenseus, in whose account, however, the Juda- 
izing element occasionally shines through; — to the Judaiziug element, 
by the presbyter Cains at Rome, and Dionysius bishop of Alexandria, 
in their several statements which are preserved by Eusebius. 

t Haeret. fab. II. 3. 
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poses an infinite gulf between God and the world ; and here 
comes in the hypothesis of numberless intermediate beings or 
angels, of lower and higher orders of spirits, to fill up this 
chasm. In truth, the doctrine of the different ranks of angels 
assumed a very prominent place in the later Jewish theology. 
By the instrumentality of such angels, Cerinthus taught, God 
had created this world ; for it seemed tp him beneath the 
dignity of the Supreme God that lie should come into imme- 
diate contact with a world so alien from His own essence.* 
At the head of these angels he placed one who, in his whole 
activity at this stage of existence, and in his relation to this 
lower world, was to represent the Supreme God, and with- 
out knowing him to serve as an instrument of his wiil.f 
Cerinthus adhered to the doctrine that the Mosaic law was 
given by the ministration of angels; and this doctrine he 
employed in the way already noticed, to designate, together 
with the divine origin of Judaism, its subordinate character. 
The angel, who stood at the head of the angelic host, he may 
perhaps have regarded as preeminently the ruler of the Jewish 
people, and as the being through whom the Supreme God 
revealed himself to them. Beyond him the Jewish people, 

* Philo, too, thought it necessary to distinguish, in the nature of man, 
the higher element, proceeding immediately from God, and the lower, 
which was formed by inferior spirits, — vid. De muudi opificio, s. 24 : 
and this notion finds something to fix itself on in Plato (Timcous, T. IX. 
p. 326 . ed. Bipont.), where he says the eternal, the godlike in man 
proceeds from the Supreme God himself, the mortal from the subordinate 
gods, — to them was to be ascribed the aSavarw Bugrov <rpo<ro<patvuv. The 
doctrine, too, subsequently, as we shall see, worked out and completed by 
the Gnostics, respecting the different elements in human nature, which 
sprang in part from the Supreme God, and partly from the Demiurge, 
may have rested on the same basis. 

f Thus we understand the doctrine of Cerinthus, as exhibited by 
Irenaeus. lib. I. c. 26 : “Non a primo Deo factum esse muiidum docuit, 
sed a virtute quadain valde separata et distante ab ea principal i rate qutc 
est super uuiversa, et ignorante eum, qui est super omnia, Deum." It is 
possible, indeed, that Irenaeus transferred to the doctrines of Cerinthus 
the character of the later Gnosis, with which he was more familiar, and 
thus attributed to Cerinthus what really did not belong to him. Put it 
is at least in perfect keeping with the whole context of his system, and 
is confirmed when we compare it with other Gnostic systems, to suppose 
that he conceived one of the angels to be ruler over this stage of exist- 
ence, and therefore designated him particularly as the fashioner of the 
world. 
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as a body, were never able to rise ; although a small number of 
enlightened individuals, the spiritual nucleus of the Israelitish 
people, formed an exception. The multitude believed that in 
him they possessed ahd worshipped the Supreme God Himself. 
In like manner, from the great mass of the Jews — who were 
designed objectively to represent the type of God’s people, 
but who possessed only an indirect knowledge of God according 
as He had presented himself in outward revelation and in his 
works generally, or in his Logos ; or else considered the Logos 
to be the Supreme God himself, and whose God teas the 
Logos — Philo had distinguished those who had soared beyond 
all that is mediate and positive to an immediate contact of the 
Spirit with the Absolute, the wv, or the ov itself, whose God 
is the Supreme God himself.* In those passages of the Old 
Testament where, after an angel had spoken, God is intro- 
duced as speaking himself, Gen. xxxi. 13, Philo found pre- 
sented that subordinate position of religious development 
at which the angel, through whom God reveals himself, is 
considered to be God himself ; or at which, rather, in con- 
descension to its weakness, God reveals himself in the form of 
an angel ; just as, becoming all things to all men, lie becomes 
a man to men, and condescends to exhibit himself in the like- 
ness of man. Such are those who confound God as he mani- 
fests himself in his works with God as He is in Himself, in his 
essence ; like persons who imagine that, in the reflected image 
of the sun, they have its essence itself. t From such repre- 
sentations the Gnostic theories may have originated ; although, 
by holding fast to the side of fact and reality, they differ from 
the common Alexandrian theology, in which the Platonic and 
ideal elements predominated in a far greater degree. 

The Christology of Cerinthus is based on the common 
Ebionite way of thinking. His notions as to what Jesus was 
up to the time of his inauguration to the oflice of Messiah, 
appear to have been similar to what we found among that 


* Ourog (i keye f) fi/uuiv ruv knkuv uv un cwy 2s eatyuv xeci rtku'otv 

i *-£&ro{. Legis allegor. 1. III. s. 73. See above, vol. I. p. 79. 

f Gen. xxxi. 13. "On rev kyyikav raoeov tws^s, o <r « rw^oxitv, 
ou {u.iret$a.kuv, irgof rbv rev vun Ttu ^uvauiiveu rev kknSii St ov Jh7v pikt/av. 
K tt&uxig ykg rhv ivStrikwv av%iiv us vkiov oi fty luva/xivai rov r t ktov avTov <2{7» 
Ipuert, ovtus xxi r^iv rov Btov uxova rov uyytkev ttbrov koyov &•;' uvrov 
xxravaovnv. De SOmnilS, 1. 1. S. 41. 
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class of Ebionites who denied the supernatural conception of 
Christ* In common with these lie referred all the divine 
attributes in Christ to that descent of the Holy Ghost upon 
him which accompanied his baptism. The Holy Spirit he 
regarded as the Spirit of the Messiah (the irvtvfia Xpt<7rov), 
as the true heavenly Christ himself (6 X ptc-rot). By this 

Spirit it was that Christ was first brought to the knowledge of 
the Supreme God, who was before unknown to him. He it was 
too that through Christ revealed this unknown God, and also 
bestowed on Christ the supernatural power of working miracles. 
The lower, earthly Messiah (6 kutw Xptoroc), the man Jesus, 
was only the vehicle and organ of that heavenly Christ who 
wrought in him. If Christ the crucified proved a stone of 
stumbling to the common political spirit of the Jewish idea of 
the Messiah, this same Jewish spirit presents itself in Cerinthus, 
only under another form, corresponding to the theosopbical, 
Magian turn of his mind. Cerinthus could form no conception 
of the divinity appearing in the form of a servant and in the 
extreme of self-humiliation ; he would acknowledge no other 
Messiah than one who should manifest himself in splendour — 
none but a glorified Christ. The heavenly Christ, according 
to the doctrine of Cerinthus, was raised above all suffering : he 
withdrew from the man Jesus when he was given up to the 
pains of death. The very passion of Jesus proves that He 
liad been forsaken by that higher Spirit superior to all pain ; 
for had he remained united with that Spirit he could not have 
been overcome by any force, nor subject to suffering or death. 
Accordingly it is probable that Cerinthus attached no influence 
to his passion in the work of redemption, however he may 
have regarded it as an incontestable proof of that piety and 
devotion to God by which Jesus merited the highest reward. 
Consistently with his whole theory he must have supposed 
that the higher Christ now united himself again with Jesus, 
who had proved his perfect obedience to the Supreme God 
under all sufferings, and that by Him he was awakened from 
death and exalted to heaven. But we are without information 
as to the further development of his ideas. According to a 
statement of Epiphanius he denied the resurrection ; and in 
this case we must suppose some such conclusion of his theory 
as this: The higher Christ was not again to unite himself 
with the man Jesus until he should establish him a victorious 
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sovereign in the Messiah’s kingdom, and with him quicken 
all the faithful to share in his triumph. The statement, how- 
ever, of Epiphanius, is not to be trusted ; for as he went on 
the hypothesis that the Apostle Paul had everywhere to 
encounter the followers of Cerinthus, it is possible he may 
have been led by 1 Cor. xv. to impute to the latter an opinion 
which in fact he never held. 

Cerinthus agreed with the Ehionites , again, in maintaining, 
in a certain sense, the continual obligation of the Mosaic law 
even on Christians. He may, perhaps, have held that Judaism, 
in its highest sense, which was not clear even to the angels 
who gave the law, the ’Iouda'i<r/uoc irrevparikog (heavenly 
things typified by the earthly), had been first revealed by the 
heavenly Christ; but that nevertheless the earthly shadow 
was still to continue, until the triumphant advent of the 
Messiah’s kingdom, or the beginning of the new and heavenly 
order of things. But since Epiphanius says of him that he 
adhered in part to Judaism, and as this is a matter which it 
is not probable that Epiphanius would have invented,* we 
may conclude that Cerinthus did not look upon everything in 
Judaism as equally divine ; but that, perhaps, like the author 
of the Clementines, and many of the Jewish mystic sects, he 
distinguished an original Judaism from its later corruptions, 
and that he insisted on the continued obligation of only that 
part of the ceremonial law which lie acknowledged as belong- 
ing to the former. 

As an intermediate link and point of transition between the 
earthly and the new, heavenly, and eternal order of the world, 
Cerinthus, in common with many of the Jewish theologians, 
taught that there would be a happy period of a thousand 
years, when Jesus, having, through the power of the heavenly 
Christ united with him, triumphed over every enemy, would 
reign in the glorified Jerusalem, the central point of the 
glorified earth. It was inferred from Ps. xc. 4, literally 
understood, that, as a thousand years is with God as one day, 

* Yi^otriy^uv rip 'I oti&mrfty dro (ixpovt. Undoubtedly it may be affirmed 
that Epiphanius meant to denote in this way a partial observance of the 
Mosaic rites. As it was his object in these words to distinguish Cerin- 
thus from Carpocrates, who rejected Judaism, the phrase might be 
understood of a partial recognition of Judaism as a divme institution,— 
partial, so far at least as he made angels only its authors. 
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the world would continue in its existing condition for six 
thousand years, and at the end of this earthly period of the 
world would follow, on the earth, a thousand years of sab- 
baths of uninterrupted blessedness for the righteous, now 
delivered from all their conflicts. It may be a question, 
indeed, whether he entertained such gross and sensual notions 
of this millenial sabbath as Caius and Dionysius imputed to 
him; for such views would hardly be in keeping with his 
system as a whole. He spoke indeed of a wedding-feast — an 
image then commonly employed to signify the blessed union 
of the Messiah with His saints;* but on such an image any 
one who was both unfamiliar with the figurative language of 
the East, and interpreted his language under the bias of 
unfriendly feelings, might easily put a wrong construction. 
Dionysius indeed says that, in speaking of festivals and sacri- 
fices, he was only seeking to veil his own gross and sensual 
notions.^ But what warrant had he for such an assertion ? 
If Cerinthus had really taught such a grossly sensual Chiliasm, 
there would be in this something so repugnant to the whole 
spirit of Gnosticism, and so strongly tending to the Jewish 
point of view, as to make it necessary for us to rank him with 
the Judaists rather than with the Gnostics. 


Basilides. 

From Cerinthus we pass to Basilides, who lived in the first 
half of the second century. In all probability Alexandria 
was the principal seat of his labours — the stamp of the 
Jewish- Alexandrian training is too strongly marked to be 
mistaken, both in him and in his son Isidore, J whose very 
name denotes his Egyptian origin. The statement of Epi- 
phanius, however, that Syria, the common birthplace of the 
Gnostic systems, was also the native land of Basilides, is not 

* The Gnostics also described the blessedness of the *vtvp*n*oi t when 
received into the Plcroma, under the image of a weddiny-jeast, of a 
marriage between the o-mtvo and the <ro<p'i* t the spiritual natures and the 
angels (see below). Thus in Heracleon, “ dvd.vtx.unt b i* cited by 

Ong. in Joann. T. X. s. 14 . 

t Euseb. hist, eccles. lib. III. c. 28. 

X The name, however, is a singular one for the son ot a person of 
Jewish descent. 
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in itself improbable, though not absolutely certain. The 
dogmas of emanation and of dualism formed the groundwork 
of his system. At the head of the world of emanations he 
placed that unrevealed God who is exalted above all con- 
ception or designation.* The transition between this incom- 
prehensible first principle and all the following evolutions of 
life was the unfolding of the former into its several self- 
individualizing powers, into so many names of the Ineffable. 
Man can conceive of God only after the analogy of his own 
mind ; and this analogy is based on an objective truth, since 
the mind of man is God’s image. On this rests the truth 
which lies at the root of the intellectual process by which we 
arrive at the formation of our conceptions of the divine attri- 
butes, and which also lies at the bottom of these several con- 
ceptions themselves. But the Gnostic, incapable of distin- 
guishing the objective and subjective, transferred this to' the 
development of objective existence out of the divine, primal 
essence. In order to the production of life he conceived it 
was necessary that the being who includes all perfection in 
himself should evolve out of hirnself the several attributes 
which express the idea of absolute perfection ; but, in place 
of abstract, notional attributes, unsuited to the Oriental views, 
he substituted living , self-subsistent , ever active , hypostatised 
powers: first, the intellectual powers, the mind (vovg), the 
reason (Xo'yoc), the thinking power ((ppovijaig), wisdom 
(<r ; next, might (civ a pig), whereby God accomplishes 

the purposes of his wisdom ; and lastly the moral attributes, 
without which God’s almighty power is never exerted, namely, 
holiness or moral perfection (liKmonvini), where the term is 
to be understood according to its Hellenistic and Hebrew' 
meaning, and not in the more restricted sense of our word 
righteousness, f Next to moral perfection follows inward 
tranquillity, peace ( eiprivrj ), which, as Basilides rightly judged, 
can exist only in connection with holiness: and this peace, 


f It is remarkable that Basilides employed the word 'hixaiotrCvn, ac- 
cording to the Hellenistic and Hebrew usage, to denote moral perfection; 
while the other Gnostics, especially those of the second class, used this 
word to denote a moral quality only in which there was more or less of 
defect, — the notion of justice or righteousness in its more restricted 
sense. (See below.) 
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which is the characteristic of the divine life, concludes the 
evolution of life within God himself.* The number seven 
was to Basilides, as also tQ many other theosophists of this 
period, a sacred number ; arid accordingly those seven powers 
(St n afittg), together with the primal ground out of which they 
were evolved, constituted in his scheme the TvpiorY) oyfoac, the 
first octave, or root of all existence. From this point the 
spiritual life proceeded to evolve out of itself continually 
numberless gradations of existence, each lower one being still 
the impression, the antitype (avriTviros) of the immediate 
higher one. 

We here recognise, for the first time, that grand idea of 
Gnosticism, that, in different degrees and under various forms 
of application, one law pervades all stages and kinds of exist- 
ence, soft hat everything from highest to lowest is governed by 
a single law. After such general laws of the universe the pro- 
founder investigations of science are ever searching, although 
the attainment of the end, the complete resolution of the 
problem, must be reserved for the intuition of a higher state 
of existence. There is and ever will be a desire to find the 
unity amidst the endless multiplicity ; to recognise the 
7ro\v7roi/ci\oc <ro<j>La in its clttSotijc, in the mirror of its self- 
manifestation. 

If, from the opinions of later Basilideans, as reported by 
Iremeus, and from the Basilidean gems and amulets, it were 
allowable to judge of the doctrines of the original school, it 
would appear that Basilides, as after the analogy of the days 
of the week lie taught that thehs are sevem homogeneous 
natures in each gradation of the spiritual world, supposed also 
that there were three hundred and sixty five such regions or 
gradations of the spiritual world, answering to the days of the 
year. This was expressed by the mystical watchword afipdZdc, 
formed after the Greek mode of reckoning numbers by the 
alphabet, f 

Within this emanation-world each was what it ought to be 
at its own proper stage ; but from the mixture of the godlike 

* Iren. lib. I. e. 24 ; lib. II. c. 16. Clem. Strom, lib. IV. f. 539. 

f It may be that this term, which denotes the whole emanation- 
world, as an evolution of the Supreme Essence, had some other meaning 
besides; but every attempt to explain it would be arbitrary, since no 
certain data exist on which to proceed. 
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and the ungodlike arose disharmony, which required to be 
again reduced to harmony. 

At this point unfortunately a great hiatus exists in our 
information of the system of Basilides. It is doubtful whether 
he followed the theory which attributed this mixture to a 
fall of a divine germ of life into the bordering chaos, or 
the one which supposed a self-active kingdom of evil, and 
therefore traced the origin of this mixed world to the attacks 
of the latter on the realm of light. 

However, as we have seen in our introductory remarks, no 
very great importance can be ascribed to this possible differ- 
ence of nis original principles, as likely to affect the particular 
shaping of the system. In an ancient writing of the fourth 
century,* words are quoted from a work of Basilides, I in 
which the subject of discourse relates to a poor and&a rich 
principle ; the nature of the poor being represented as one 
which, without root and without place, has supervened and 
obtruded itself upon things.f These very obscure and enig- 
matical words are indeed oidy a fragment. But when we 
consider that throughout this work of Basilides, or at least in 
the portion to which these words form the introduction, the 

* The disputation of Arch elans and Mani, preserved in the Latin 
translation, c. 55. In Fabricius’ edition of the works of Hippolytus, 
f. 193. 

t Gieseler, it is true, in a review of his (Studien und Kritiken, J. 
1830, S. 397), has denied that Basilides the Gnostic is here intended. 
But 1 agree with Baur, who, in his work on the religious system of the 
Manieheans, p, 85, pronounces Gieseler’s arguments unsatisfactory. The 
qualification, “Basilides antiquior.” can hardly imply that a different 
person was intended from that Basilides who had, been mentioned (c. 38. 
f. 175) some time previously in connection with Marcion and Valentine; 
'for such a comparison with a person who had been named so far back is 
too vague ; it would necessarily have been more strongly marked. The 

antiquior ” may be far better understood as referring to the date of 
Basilides as compared with that of Mani; and the “ quidam " used with 
regard to a person who had been already named with others, does not 
Strike me as very singular, especially considering the general style of 
the w. iter. But when every other allusion agrees perfectly with the 
Basilides known to us, can suelj slight reasons in any case warrant us 
to suppose another living at the same period and teaching the same 
dualistic doctrine? The treatise of Basilides here cited is probably the 
same work with the ilnynriKti, to which Clement of Alexandria refers. 

X Per parvulam (here there is probably a false translation or a false 
reading) divitis et pauperis naturam, sine radice et sine loco rebus super- 
ven.entem, unde pullulaverit iudicat. 
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subject relates to the antagonism of a good and evil principle, 
and that afterwards the manifestly Zoroastrian doctime of the 
kingdoms of Ormuzd and of Ahriman is alluded to,* it 
appears probable that those obscure introductory words con- 
tain only a symbolical designation of these two principles. 
The good principle is the rich, the evil principle the poo, one. 
The being “ without root and place” designates the absolute- 
ness of the principle, that springs up all at once, and mixes 
itself up with the development of existence. Probably the 
poor, in its own meagreness, was attracted by a longing for the 
riches which were presented to its view, and of which it felt 
an irresistible desire to abstract something for itself. Basilides 
perhaps may have quoted the Persian doctrine as corroborative 
of his own dualistic theory. Jt would agree with this view 
of the matter if ? as stated by Clement of Alexandria, he de- 
duced from a mixture of these principles the foreign element 
which united itself with the godlike nature of man, j If the 

* Quae tie bonis et malis etiam barbari inquisiverunt. Here the bar- 
bari are the Persians, for the doctrine immediately cited is evidently the 
pure Panic doctrine. The same form of presentation may perhaps be 
recognised also in the maimer in which lsidorus, the son of .Basilides, 
refers certain enigmatical expressions of Pherecides Syrius to a cope 
stretched out in the starry heavens o\^r the realm of light, a bulwark 
opposed to the kingdom of darkness. Vid. Clemons, Strom. 1. VI. f. 621 ; 
Orig. C. Cels. 1. VI. c. 42; Pherecydis fragmenta, p. 46, ed. Sturz. 

f xa) ffvyx,u<m dgx/xy. Clemens, Strom. 1. II. f. 408. Gie- 

seler, p. 3‘J7 of the review mentioned in a former note, has preferred 
the signification of the word “original” (which signification, 

indeed, etymologically, it unquestionably admits of), and referred what 
is here said to the fall and its consequences. He supposes that 
“ Basilides, according to his rigid theory of God’s justice, could not permit 
the human souls to be thrown into these*bonds of matter without pre- 
vious guilt.” But neither indeed would it agree with such a notion of 
the strict rigour of justice to derive from the fall this disturbance of the 
divine in individuals ; on the contrary, each must atone for his own sitf. 
And even if Basilides taught, as Gieseler assumes, that there was a 
mixture of the divine germ of life with a dead matter nothing 

would he gained thereby to the advantage of the rigid theory of justice. 
The souls would still continue to suffer in consequence of an inevitable 
mischance, unless we suppose that the first mixture of spirit wjth matter 
was a consequence of guilt, and refer this mixture itself to a primitive 
fall in the world of spirits. Biit even in that case, what was at first the 
fruit of guilt would, in its consequences, be only an inherited misfortune 
to the souls afterwards produced. A theory of justice so rigid and 
nairoM' must generally, if it supposes a cosmical and historically 
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charge which Clement of Alexandria brings against Basilides, 
of having deified the devil, might be referred to his Dualism, 
this would furnish a certain proof that he adopted the doctrine 
about Ahriman ;* but this accusation is not to be so under- 
stood. It must be considered as merely hypothetical ; it con- 
tains nothing more than a deduction from an assertion of 
Basilides, which does not belong to our present subject, but 
of which we shall have occasion to speak hereafter. f 

But whatever might have been the origin of this mixture of 
light and darkness, of the godlike and the ungodlike, it must, 
according to the system of Basilides, minister to the glory 
of the godlike, accomplish the ideas of the divine wisdom, — 
the law of the whole evolution of life. For the kingdom of 
evil is in itself nought — the godlike is the real, and by its 
very nature victorious. 

Light, life , soul , goodness , on the one hand — darkness, 
death, matter, evil, on the other, — these were the correlative 

cohering process of evolution, become involved in many difficulties and 
contradictions. It is very possible that Basilides supposed, in the first 
place, an original mixture of principles as the cause of all other dis- 
turbances, and afterwards nevertheless insisted on the principle that all 
suffering is in some way or other a correlative of subjective sin. 

Now though the word aox 1 ™; may undoubtedly signify the “original,** 
yet the manner in which the words \oyo; aminos, /u,ovuo^la are 

employed in the Alexandrian style is more favourable to my own view, 
and the context seems to ine to confirm it likewise ; for a vyx viri > signifies 
a confused mixture, and this requires some more precise designation. 
Now what it is that is mixed together the word shows — it is a 

mixing together of principles. It is true, I admit, that the words do not 
necessarily designate a confusion or intermingling of the potencies of 
light with a self-active kingdom of Ahriman, but may also denote the 
mixture of the fallen divine germ of life with a dead vXu. Still we 
cannot allow there is any foij^e in the argument of Gieseler, that, if 
Basilides had entertained a theory so closely related to the Zoroastrian 
Dualism, Docetism would have been the necessary result. We have 
already asserted, and must again repeat, that by such reasonings greater 
importance is ascribed to this difference than really belongs to it. As in 
the original Parsism such a mixture of the kingdom of Ahriman with 
the kingdom of light might be supposed, and this world derived there- 
from, without the evil principle in the world of sense being made so 
radical a one as it is presupposed to lie by Docetism ; so, on the other 
hand, it would be possible to start from the notion of the v\r t , and yet be 
led to Docetism, as the example of Marcion teaches. 

** Clem. Strom. 1. IV. f. 507, rev Itafcokov. 

f Here I allow Gieseler to be right, and retract my former view of the 
matter. 
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members of' the antithesis which, in the system of Basilides, 
runs through the whole progressive course of the world. 
Everywhere, as rust deposits itself on the surface of iron, 
darkness and death cleave to the fallen seeds of light and life; 
the evil to the good; the ungodlike to the godlike ; — without 
however the original essence being thereby destroyed. Only 
it must purify itself by degrees from the foreign dross, in order 
to gain once more its original splendour — just as the iion 
needs to be cleansed from the rust, before it can recover its 
higher lustre.* It was in the light of such a process of 
purification that he considered the whole course of the present 
world as being formed for such an end as that the godlike 
may be cleansed from all foreign mixture, and restored to its 
kindred element and to a reunion with its original source. 

In the system of Basilides we find contradictory elements. 
On the one hand, there prevails, by virtue of its Dualism and 
the mixture of the two principles, the idea of a natural neces- 
sity determining the fate of souls. On the other hand, he 
takes great pains to give distinct prominence to the notion of 
justice as accurately weighing merits and demerits, and to 
the notion of free will, which determines the whole develop- 
ment and destiny of man. As, in man's life on earth, each 
moment is connected with the one which preceded it, and is 
modified by it according to the different application he may 
give to it by his free will, so, according to Basilides, the life 
of each individual on earth is connected, in the grand purify- 
ing process of the universe, with the anterior terms in the 
series of existence. Each one brings evil with him out of some 
earlier state of existence, and has to atone for it and purify him- 
self from it in the present life. Upon his moral conduct, again, 
in this earthly life, depends his condition in a subsequent state 
of existence. To this he applied the words of Moses, as to 
visiting sin unto the thijd and fourth generation, f Tlius, the 

* Basilides says this generally of all suffering of the fallen light- 
nature. “ Pain and anxiety deposit themselves outwardly on tilings, 
like the rust on iron” (o trovos xoc) e Qofios (<nruf*(bst4vti rols n^ayfAttow o 
lo( tZ Strom. 1. IV. f. 509, a. In all this we see the spirit of 

the original Zoroastrian doctrine far more clearly expressed than in the 
gloomy Dualism of other Gnostics, where the Zoroastrian doctrines 
appear modified by a tone of mind which did not belong to the system. 

t The proof of this is to be found in the words of the Didascal. 
Anatol. in Clement of Alexandria, ed. Paris, 1941, f. 794: To 3*o* 
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transmigration of souls, within the sphere of humanity at least, 
occupies an important place in the system of Basilides. 

But here the question arises, whether his doctrine of trans- 
migration did not extend still further, and allow the soul to 
migrate also in the brutes. This does seem, indeed, to jar 
with his Theodicee, which was founded on the strict notion of 
justice; the words, however, of Basilides himself* express 
such a doctrine, when, in explaining- Rom. vii. 9, he says, 66 1 
lived once without the law ; that is, before I came into this 
human body, I lived in a bodily shape which is not subject to 
the law, in a brute body.” These words evidently suppose a 
transposition of the soul out of a brute body, which by its 
organization holds as yet the rational consciousness enthralled, 
into the organism of the human body, in which it attains to free 
development, and consequently to the consciousness of the 
moral law. Such a doctrine is closely connected, moreover, 
with the fundamental ideas of Basilides. From the kingdom 
of evil, of darkness, nothing positive can proceed — it is only 
like the rust which deposits itself on iron. All that issues 
from the realm of light is life and soul. From the kingdom 
of darkness, which has mixed itself up with the productions of 
the kingdom of light, nothing springs but what holds enthralled 
the light and the germs of life, — the souls scattered every- 
where — which does not suffer them to come to themselves. 
And this is the bond of matter. Thus was he obliged to 
recognise even in the brute kingdom a soul oppressed and 
confined by elements belonging to the kingdom of darkness. 
And this we might reconcile with his principle, already stated, 
regarding justice and divine retribution, in the following man- 
ner : as long as the soul is confined in the lower realm of 
nature it lies prostrate, in obedience to the destiny of that com- 
mixture, under the power of the nature which fetters it ; but 
when it once attains to a free development of the rational 


d<roit}ou( ir'i rglrrv tat nragrttv ytvsdv rots a.iruSovn, <pa<r)v ol dro Bart- 

Xtthov Kara, rkg Utru/Aarvtrn:. It is true the writer is here speaking 
only of followers of Basilides, of whom some departed far from the 
spirit and principles of their master. But the connection in which this 
doctrine stands with his principles proves that it is rightly considered as 
having actually originated with him. 

* Preserved by Origen in the fifth book of his Commentary on 
'Homans, T. IV. opp. f. 549. 



BASILIDES. 


55 


principle, or of its light-nature— in other words, when it has 
once passed into the human organization — the law of rigid 
justice begins to have its application in the destiny of the free 
rational beings. 

According to Basilides, then, there is no such thing *s a 
dead nature. The dead has no existence in and by itself; it 
is merely that which oppresses actual life, until the reaction of 
the latter becomes strong enough to burst the compact rind. 
In all nature, therefore, from the mineial kingdom up to man, 
through all the different stages of being, he sees a life strug- 
gling for release from the bonds of matter, in a progressive 
movement towards freedom. Accordingly the ethics of Basil- 
ides was based on his cosmogonic doctrine. For, proceeding 
on this principle of the identity of life and soul in all things,* 
he announced the law, “ Love must embrace all, because all 
things stand in a certain relation to all, — all things are closely 
akin to all.” t And, according to this, in the purifying process 
and development of the universe, there prevails a twofold law — 
the law of natural necessity in the evolution from below upwards 
to man ; and the progressive education, which is determined 
by the laws of the moral order of the universe, and commences 
with man : from this point progress and regress, happiness and 
misery, are dependent on the free self-determination. 

What we remarked concerning the place which the Demi- 
urge occupied in the systems of the first class of Gnostic sects 
applies to that angel who, in the system of Basilides, was set 
over the entire course of the terrestrial world, and the whole 
purifying process of nature and history, and whom he designates 
by the name of the ruler (6 apxwr). According to this doc- 
trine, this Archon, in his government of the world, does not act 
independently and plenipotentially but the whole proceeds ulti- 
mately from the overruling providence of the Supreme God. 

Three agents are joined together in the remarkable doctrine of 
Basilides concerning providence ; but the one from whom every- 
thing eventually springs, and on whom everything depends 
(though through numberless intermediate instruments), is the 
Supreme God himself. From him comes the law implanted in 
the nature of all beings, according to which they develop them- 

* As in Buddhism. 

t The words of Basilides, as they are found in Clement, Strom. 1. VI. 
f. 508 : To *iyetm vttvat on Xoyon aTo<ru%ot>ffi <r^ 0 f ro oLototorm, 
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selves, and which modifies all the influences by which they are 
affected, arid in which is contained the whole process of the 
development of the universe. The Archon does nothing 
more than give the impulse to the execution of that which, 
so far as the inherent law and the implanted power are con- 
cerned, is already grounded in the individual beings them- 
selves. He works on all obediently to this law of nature 
derived from the Supreme God, and calls into action the 
preparatory capacities of these laws of nature ; and in these his 
regulative operations he merely acts, though unconsciously, as 
an instrument of the Supreme God. “ Although that which 
we call providence,” says Basilides, “ is first put in motion by 
the Archon, yet it had been implanted in the essence of things 
coincidentally with their origin by the God of the universe.” * 
We thus see how Basilides endeavoured to take a middle 
course between two opposite views of the divine government 
of the world — between the one which represented God as 
operating only transiently and externally upon things; and 
another, the Neo-Platonic, which used the word providence 
merely as a designation of an eternal, immanent necessity in 
the universe, which develops itself according to invariable 
laws. Although, in his language, he approximates to the 
Neo-Platonic view,'}' still he adopts nothing of it but what is 
quite reconcilable with the theistic view of the world ; and we 
find in his instance fresh confirmation of our previous remark on 
the relation of Gnosticism to Neo- Platonism. The recognition 
of a personal and active God, actively entering' into the evolu- 
tion of the universe, and the teleological argument so closely 
connected therewith, distinguish his fundamental position from 
the Neo-Platonic. Hence the communication of a some- 


* Clemens. Strom. 1. IV. f. 509: *H or^ovont 3e, tl xa) aero (not voro, 
because this impulse proceeds, indeed, from him, but is to be derived 
from another as the first cause), rev a.gxo vmti xmJVSa/ <r«/, 

« yxanaora^n ret7e oucUts <rvv xa.) Ty oiateUv. yinati rov 

tkv* Siaw. It is true, Clement does not quote these words expressly as 
those of Basilides. But as he is treating of him throughout this passage, 
and as the term 18 peculiar to Basilides, it scarcely admits of doubt 
that Clement, who is bent on refuting Basilides on liis own principles, 
has here made use of his own words. 

f Vid. Plotin. Ennead, III. 1. II. at the beginning: ’Ec n) ro at) 

xa) to ovvrort ftfi rip xorpy r*>h ipa/xtv vctDuvxi, Ttjv orgomxv av xa) 

axo\o vSoog >.{yotfxu rm vrxvr) uvai, to xara vovv ai/ro thxt. 
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thins? higher, of something above nature and above reason, 
could find a place in his system ; while to Plotinus, on the 
other hand, that which is above reason must appear contrary 
to reason. 

Closely agreeing with Basilides , doctrine of the angels, the 
different grades of the spiritual world, and of the process of 
purification, and of the training of embodied souls, is that of 
his son Isidore, — which, perhaps, we may properly refer to 
the father, — that every soul, on its incorporation, is attended 
by an angel, possessing some affinity with its peculiar nature, 
to whom is committed the guidance of its special process of 
purification, and of its particular education; who, in all pro- 
bability, after its separation from that body, was supposed to 
accompany it to the place of its destination determined by its 
conduct on earth— in this sense, a guardian spirit, which 
everywhere accompanies its kindred soul. Such, according to 
Isidore, was the demon of Socrates.* 

From what has been said, it appears how far Basilides was 
from adopting an absolute Dualism, and from an unchristian 
contempt or morose hatred of the world. Uis system may 
perhaps have led to a recognition of the revelation of one 
God in the creation, and cf the connection between divine 
things and natural, between gmee and nature. Ilis aim was, 
to make men conscious of the identity of God’s revelation in 
nature and in history, — to lead them u to consider the whole 
universe as one temple of God.” Theodicee , or the justification 
of God’s ways witii man, was with him a point of the greatest 
importance. Faith in the goodness, holiness, and justice of 
Providence stood more firmly fixed in his mind than all 
things else. Whenever, in contemplating the course of the 
world, difficulties presented themselves which involved his 
mind in perplexity, his last word ever was, “I will say any- 
thing sooner than doubt the goodness of Providence. 

* Isidore, in the first book of his exposition of the so-called prophet 
Parchor, cites a doctrine of this sort taught by the ancients as one of 
the loftier truths received by them : 2s «l ' Amxo) rtvd 

'Smk^o.tu mptirof/ttvov "hetlfAivos avru>. K«i ’ AgirroriAvis 'h&lpovi xt%£ve$eu 
rrte.fr at cc*&oa><z'cvf Xtyu evvcjAOtorovmv ulrel; Tctoet Tty ^evov t»s ivffe»/u.etr&- 

n»s. Without doubt from some writing falsely attributed to Aristotle. 
Strom. 1. VI. f. 641. 

f Il5v sg'V, fietWof *j xetxov to orgovow laeu. Stroin. 1. IV. f. 50C. 
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From Basil ides’ theory as to the relation of the Archon to 
the Supreme God, we may easily infer what his opinion was 
of Judaism, and of its relation to Christianity. The Jews 
are, it is true, in idea, and in the ideal significancy of their 
religion and of their national destination, that consecrated 
people of the Supreme God from whom the true knowledge 
and worship of the Most High was one day to proceed ; but 
in actual manifestation they appear only as a people devoted 
and consecrated to the Archon, who for a while constitutes 
the highest power in mundane events. The great mass of 
this people regarded him as the Supreme and only God. 
The spiritual men among the. Jews — they who constituted the 
spiritual Israel, who were really conscious of that ideal signi- 
ficancy, and in whom it attained to its realization — these 
alone had soared beyond the Archon himself to a presenti- 
ment of the Supreme God, who revealed Himself through 
the other as His unconscious instrument. They alone could 
rise to the intuition of the ideas which the Supreme God had 
inspired into the Archon, and which the latter revealed under 
the cover of Judaism, without comprehending them himself. 
These ideas, not fathomed by the Archon himself, to whom 
they were exhibited under a sensuous covering answering to 
the inferior grade of his limited nature, form the connecting 
link betwixt this mediate and veiled revelation of the Supreme 
God in the Old Testament and his immediate and unveiled 
manifestation in Christianity. Accordingly Basilides says, 
kt Moses erected one temple of God, and thus proclaimed one 
universe of God.”* By this was hinted (and something 
similar is found in Philo) the universalistic tendency 
which lay at the very foundation of Judaism. Basilides; how- 
ever, did not confine himself to the canonical writings of the 
Old Testament. He made use of apocryphal scriptures 
besides, which are unknown to us — predictions of a certain 
prophet Parehor, and revelations passing under the name of 

* *'Ev« 5* ovv vteuv Jfyurec/titvo; rou 9sov, ftovoyivti rt xoc/uav xa.Tnyyu\u 

Strom. 1. V. f. 583, D. We perceive here, both in the thought and the 
expression, the elements of an Alexandrian- Jewish education. Philo 
and Josephus, also, both consider the temple as a symbol of the world, 
and carry the image into further details. Philo po**^*; 1. II. : 
To fAiv a.vuTetTCf) Kot't tffof Bt/etv Upov $tou voftifyi* rev evfiiroLvra, twaph 
UJtaty <ro 2s %ti£OrftriTtr. 
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the Patriarch Ham. We can hardly suppose such writings 
were fogged by him or his school. Probably they came down 
to him from more ancient times, and were used by him in per- 
fect good faith— monuments, from the times before Christ, 
of some older source of the ideas which lie at the root of the 
Gnosis. Perhaps he may have thought that in these docu- 
ments he had found a still clearer exposition of a lofty truth 
transmitted in the form of secret doctrines than was contained 
in the canonical scriptures of the Old Testament. lie might 
easily explain the rejection of these books by supposing that 
a people who had no taste for such ideas would have nothing 
to do with the books containing this higher wisdom. 

As we see here an element of universalism, so it agrees 
with such a view that he did not confine the tradition of the 
higher truth in the ante-Christian period exclusively to the 
Jews, but believed that he saw indications thereof even 
beyond the limits of that nation. We have seen, for instance, 
how he cites the doctrine of Zoroaster as a testimony of the 
truth. The fact that he derived a tradition of higher wisdom 
from Ilam, and not from Shem, seems a proof that he acknow- 
ledged a tradition which was not Hebrew. It, is not improbable 
that he valued the wisdom of those who by the Greeks were 
called bat barians above the Greek philosophy itself.* And 
yet, as is clear from a remark of Isidore’s already quoted, it is 
certain that he also sought vestiges of that higher wisdom in 
the Greek philosophers Plato and Aristotle, either in their 
genuine works or in supposititious writings. According, how- 
ever, to the passage of Isidore’s exposition of the piophet 
Parehor which has come down to us, these vestiges of truth 
in the Greek philosophers were not derived from a com- 
mon inward source, a reaction in the more eminent men 
of the spiritual principle against paganism, but from a source 
without themselves, a borrowed tradition. Still the moderate 
spirit of this school, and its more favourable judgment of the 
Greek philosophy, are evinced by the fact that Isidore does not 
in this case adopt the Jewish fables of the fallen spirits who 
had intercourse with the daughters of men, and thereupon 
diffused the higher kinds of knowledge in the pagan world, 
but he follows the less fantastic, though not more historical 


Giving this turn to Plato’s expression, "EkXms vr&thg. 
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hypothesis of the Alexandrian Jews, according to which the 
Greeks had borrowed such doctrines from the scriptures of 
the Old Testament, through the medium of Egypt. “ And 
let no one belie ve,” says Isidore, “ that what we consider tiie 
peculiar property of the elect had been declared before by 
certain philosophers ; for it is no discovery of theirs, but they 
have adopted it from the prophets and combined it with their 
own pretended wisdom.”* This alone shows how low was 
the estimate which this school took of the Hellenic philosophy 
as compared with the Old Testament, and even with the 
ancient wisdom of the East. Isidore describes the Greek 
philosophers merely as men who give themselves the appear- 
ance of philosophizing.! He could see in Greek philosophy 
no original, but only a derivative truth, and that corrupted 
by foreign admixtures. 

But the doctrine of a guardian angel attending on every 
soul may perhaps be considered as a proof that lie by no 
means considered heathen nations to be destitute of all divine 
influences and providential care. As he gave to individual 
souls a guardian angel, he probably, following the analogy of 
this theory, placed angels over the several nations as their 
ruling spirits. In this doctrine the Basilideans of the West, with 
whom Irenseus was acquainted, may have rightly apprehended 
the opinions of their master ; though they superadded some- 
thing else, which did not come from him. These angels, the 
Elohim of other nations, he probably considered as national 
gods, just as he supposed the Archon, who was at their head, 
to be the particular god of the Jewish people. It is evident 
that, in holding such a theory of the Eloliirn, he might find 
support in several passages in the Alexandrian version of 
the Bible, and that therefore he only appropriated an idea that 
had long been extant.J 

* K*< ftm Tif 6tit r9«, c <pa.fx.iv i$j«v ttveti ruv uXuruv, tovto yrgougTtftivov 
biro rtvvv QtXitrotpuv, ol yctg lerrtv uvtuv iuonfiet‘ <ru>v vrgaipnrajv 
r<ptrtpi<retfttvot •r^otrtBfixav rtu fob viretfi^ovn kkt avrobg tropy. Strom. 1. 
VI. f. 641. I now believe the latter expression should be understood as 
neuter, 44 the wisdom which does not exist with them,” i. e. their pre- 
tended wisdom. The verb «r£«m3iMM seems to me best suited to this 
rendering of 

f Toi<; ? rgarTOMVftivw; piXarotpiiv. Strom. 1. VI. f. 641. 

X Besides the passage already cited on p. 21, the words in the 
same , song of Moses, I)eut. xxxii. 43, not found in the Hebrew, but 
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Over mankind therefore there ruled those subordinate 
powers to whom men’s consciousness was subject ; no one 
could release hirnself wholly from their spell, from the spell 
of the cosmic principle There existed, for the most part, 
only an unconscious union with the Supreme God and with 
the order of world in affinity with him. The natures ^hich 
bore within them the germ of a life akin to Him remained 
fettered in the narrow limits of the Archon. 

Without doubt Basilides possessed a profound knowledge 
of the spiritual condition of mankind in the times before Christ, 
and especially in those immediately preceding His nativity. 
He had unquestionably a profound sense of the weight which 
lay on the minds of men, and especially on the noblest natures, 
as well as of their unconscious craving after an emancipation 
of the spirit ; and from this mental state he might have come 
to understand the nature of the redemption and to perceive its 
necessity. If he apprehended it imperfectly, still it held a 
necessary place in liis system. Without it, the divorce be- 
twixt the world of the Archon and the proper divine order of 
things must continue for ever. The spirits destined for the 
highest stage of being must have ever remained in their 
oppressive thraldom. They might, indeed, in the progress of 
the metempsychosis, rise from one higher step to another in 
the kingdom of the Archon ; but they could not, in satisfac- 
tion of the longing implanted within them, have risen beyond 
this kingdom and the Archon himself, and attained to commu- 
nion with the highest stage of existence, and to the clear con- 
sciousness as well as to the full and free exercise of their 
exalted nature, had not the Supreme God himself brought his 
divine life near to their kindred germ of life, and thereby first 
set the latter into action. And whilst, by the act of redemp- 
tion, the spiritual natures are exalted to the highest position, 

which the translator has added on the ground of some such theory : **< 
'rftoTKuvntraraffuv avrii Tavrt s oLyythot compared with v. 8. All the 
Elohim that presided over the other nations are called upon to do 
homage to God’s people. What the nations were to do, and what Ihe 
powers ruling over them do, is, according to this scheme, one and the 
same thing. The former is derived from the latter. Comp. Ps. xcvii. 
7, where the Alexandrians translate by ilyytXeh and beyond 

question had m mind such powers as the national gods were supposed 
to be. 



62 


BASILIDES. 


its Influence extends also to the subordinate stages of exist- 
ence; harmony is every where restored ; each order of being 
attains to the state most agreeable to its nature. 

But if, on the one hand, Basilides, in his view of the doc- 
trine of redemption, departed essentially from the Jewish 
position, yet, on the other, he, like Cerinthus, held Ebionitic 
notions, and supposed a sudden entrance of the divine nature 
into the life of Jesus, and rejected the church doctrine of the 
God-man, in whom from the first the divine and the human 
elements were inseparably united. His whole theory was 
based, it is true, on the recognition of a redeeming God, but 
not of a redeeming God-man. The man Jesus was not in his 
view the Redeemer; he differed from other men only in 
degree. Basilides does not even seem to have ascribed to him 
absolute impeccability. Jesus, in his view, was merely the 
instrument, whom the redeeming God selected for the purpose 
of revealing himself in humanity and of actively influencing 
it. The Redeemer, in the proper and highest sense of the 
term, was, he taught, the highest iEon,* sent down by the 
Supreme God to execute the work of redemption, and who 
united himself with the man Jesus at his baptism in the 
Jordan. 

How, although Basilides did not acknowledge Jesus of 
Nazareth to be the Redeemer, but held that he himself stood 
like the rest in need of redemption, yet he cannot be 
accused of holding that the redemption was simply an ideal 
thing, and of denying it as a great historical fact. Far indeed 
from him, as may be gathered from what has been said, was 
the opinion that any being enthralled within the kingdom of 
the Archon could redeem himself. For this an objective fact 
was requisite, the actual entrance of that might from a higher 
world, the vov c, into the terrestrial and phenomenal, and this 
was accomplished through the medium of the man Jesus. 
According to Basilides, this was the greatest fact in the 
history of the created universe, from which must proceed 
everything that follows up to the final consummation of the 
perfect restoration of harmony to the universe. The way in 
which he speaks of the baptism of Jesus is a testimony to the 

* Or v«7r, who, inasmuch as he ministers for the salvation of man- 
kind, is called 
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great impression which this fact, and the public ministry of 
Christ following thereupon, had through tradition left on the 
minds of Christians. Clement cites on this point the follow- 
ing words from the Basiiidean school :* — “ When the Archon 
himself heard the word of the communicated Spiritf (the 
Spirit sent from above), he was amazed at what he liearci and 
at what he saw,J the joyful annunciation, § having been wholly 
unexpected by him ; and his amazement vas called fear,|| the 
beginning of wisdom, — of a wisdom which discriminated the 
different classes of men, which perfected all, and which restored 
the original harmony ; for he distinguished and separated from 
one another not only the natures belonging to the world (to 
his own kingdom), but also the elect (the pneumatic natures 
superior to the Archon’s kingdom) from them , and released 
them from his Dann (or conducted them) to the God who is 
over all ”<T 

* Clemens, Stromat. lib. IT. f. 375. 

t Probably the word meant is that which, according to the Nazarene 
gospel (see above, vol. i. p. 484), the Holy Ghost is said to have spoken 
to Christ at the moment of his descent upon him. 

X The glorified appearance in which Christ, when united with this 
exalted being, presented himself to the Archon; or the sight of the 
miraculous dove, which was a symbol of the Spirit, which had come 
down from on high ; or the miraculous appearances which, according to 
the gospel of the Ebionites, accompanied the baptism of Christ. 

§ The annunciation of the Spirit being called a tvxyytXiov for the 
a.^X a>v * ^ is evident that be did not yield to the higher power merely 
from constraint; but his first amazement was converted into .reverential 
joy. The prospect of being one day released from the embarrassing 
government of the world, when the elect natures should have attained to 
their destined glory, and of entering into rest with his own, — to which 
expectation of the Demiurge the Gnostics referred such passages as 
Horn. viii. 20, 21, — Vid. Orig. T. I. in Joann, s. 24, — could be no other- 
wise than joyful to him. Comp. Didascal. Anatol. opp. Clem. f. 796, 
D, where the blessing which the Demiurge pronounces on the Sabbath 
is adduced to show how difficult the work was for him. 

|| Thus, Ps. exi. 10, “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of 
wisdom, ’ was interpreted. 

A hrov rev ecpxovra Wxxevffxvrx rbv Qxnv rev Zjxxovov/utvov ervtvfexreg, 
Ik Tkaywai rev SiupetTt erxp iXerelxg ivuyysXnr/Jt,ivov , KBti T»»y ixerXtj^fv xvrev 
Qofiov xltjSijuxj, ipxvv ytve/utvov tretplxs pvXex^ivnnxnt ri xou Zexx^enxm kxi 
nXiunxYit *ae drexxraa’rxriitijt' oil yo ig ptevov rov xoer/u-o v, dXXeic xxi twv ixfapyn* 
iexxeivxe, a irxffe 9r^o<Tifctnt (this then would be the Assuming 

ry to be the correct reading, I have rendered as in the text : in this 
case the Supreme God must be understood to be denoted. 
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Thus a new light dawns on the Archon hinfself. He comes 
to the knowledge of a higher God and a higher world above 
himself. He is redeemed from his own limited state. He 
attains to the consciousness of a superior power, which rules 
over all, and which he himself, without being aware of it, has 
hitherto been serving. He sees himself released from the 
heavy burden of governing the world, which until now lie 
had supposed that he supported alone, and for which his own 
powers were inadequate. Though it had cost him so much 
pains, and still he had not succeeded as yet in reducing to 
order the conflicting elements in the mundane development, 
he now beholds a power able to overcome every obstacle and 
reduce all opposites to unity. Basilides, partly from a pro- 
found insight into the essential character of Christianity and 
of history, partly judging from those effects of Christianity 
which were before his eyes and which contained the germ of 
the future, foresees what a mighty movement and sifting pro- 
cess it would introduce into humanity. lie perceives how all 
sensitive minds among every people, freed from the power 
which had held their consciousness in fetters, redeemed from 
all dependence on the creature, and raised to communion with 
their original source, would become united with one another 
in a higher unity. All these effects are set forth by him 
a & the impression made on the Archon at the baptism of 
Christ. 

The whole work of redemption, then, Basilides, like Cerin- 
thus, attributed to the redeeming heavenly Genius. In all 
probability he also agreed with the latter in supposing that 
this Genius, .at the time of the passion, left the man to him- 
self, whom He had before used as his instrument. The 
sufferings of Christ could not, according to Basilides, have 
the least connection with the work of redemption ; for, 
according to his rigid conception of justice, the divine justice 
does not allow one to suffer innocently for another, it requires 
that every sin should be expiated by suffering. lie regarded 
not only suffering in general, but also every particular suffer- 
ing, as a punishment for sin. He embraced the theory which 
Christ (John ix. 3, Luke xiii. 2 ) condemned. “ Every one,” 
he taught, “ suffers either for actual sins or for that evil in his 
nature w hich he brought with him from an earlier state of 
existence, and which may not as yet have come into actual 
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operation.” * It was by the latter that he vindicated Provi- 
dence in respect to die sufferings of little children. *Wtai 
pressed with an objection drawn from the suffering of men of 
acknowledged, goodness , he might with go<>4 reason Sappeal to 
the general fact of the sinfulness of human nature, and reply, 
“ Whatever man you may name to me, he is still a man :^God 
alone is holy. Who will find a voice among those who have 
no voice ? ” Job xiv. 4. 

But the case was somewhat different when this proposition 
came to be applied to the Redeemer, who, as certainly as he 
is the Redeemer, must be pure from sin. Clement of Alex- 
andria directly accuses Basilides of carrying his proposition 
even to this extent. In the words, however, which Clement 
quotes, this surely is not necessarily implied; they merely 
say, If, however, passing by this whole argument, you 
endeavour to bring me into difficulty by adducing the case of 
certain perons ; if you say, Then He has sinned, for He suf- 
fered,” &c. It might be held that Basilides is here speaking 
simply of certain men who were regarded with peculiar vene- 
ration, who stood in high repute for holiness, and that Clement 
allowed himself the liberty of drawing his own conclusion. 
But, in the first place , the objection which Basilides supposes 
to be taken to his position would lose all its force and meaning 
if it were not made precisely in the above sense ; and, secondly , 
this wide extension of the proposition is quite consistent with 
his theory concerning the relation of suffering to sin, and with 
his theory of the divine justice and of the process of purifica- 
tion to which every nature belonging to the kingdom of the 
Archon is subject. The Jesus who belonged to this kingdom 
needed redemption himself, and could only be made partaker 
of it by his union with that heavenly redeeming spirit. To 
render him worthy of being redeemed before all others, and of 
being employed as the instrument for diffusing to others the 
influences of the redeeming Genius, it was sufficient if, as the 
most excellent and the purest of men, and as the furthest 
advanced in the work of purification, he possessed the mini- 
mum of sinfulness. No doubt in this case the objection might 
be brought against the Basilidean system, which certainly 

♦ Sufferings. — expiatory and purgative of sin (iuetorU or the i/uatm- 
Strom. I. IV. f. 506. 

VOL. II. V 
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mu&thave established some proportion between the degree of 
sin and the degree of punishment — How, then, is such great 
#ui$ering reconcilable with the smallest degree of sinAilness? 
But to this, as we may infer from his remarks on martyrdom, 
he would probably be at no loss for an answer : “ The con- 
sciousness of serving as an instrument for the highest and 
holiest cause of humanity, and of suffering in this vocation 
(perhaps, too, the prospect of the glory into which he was to 
enter through suffering), so sweetened the pain that to him it 
was even as though he did not suffer.” 

In accordance with the same principle he denied the doc- 
trine of justification in the Pauline sense. He could not 
consistently admit any such thing as objective justification in 
the sight of God, as forgiveness of sin, in the sense of deliver- 
ance from the guilt and punishment of sin. Every sin, whether 
committed before or after faith in the Redeemer, or baptism, 
must, according to his scheme, be equally expiated by suffering. 
This is a necessary law of the government of the universe, 
which can in no wise be overruled. The only exception he 
makes is in the case of sins of ignorance, or unintentional 
sins ; * but unfortunately his explanation of this vague and 
indefinite expression has not come down to us. Probably he 
only meant sins of pardonable ignorance ; such, for instance, 
as had been committed when consciousness was under some 
involuntary constraint, analogous to the state of the rational 
principle when restrained by the bodies of brutes. But if, on 
the other hand, we understand by justification ( dtraiWcc? 
fonaioovrri) an inward, subjective condition of being made 
just — sanctification by the communicating of a divine life — 
such a doctrine had a very important and necessary place in 
the system of Basilides. 

Among the religious and moral ideas of the Basilidean 
school , there are several other remarkable points which deserve 
to be particularly noticed. 

What distinguishes Basilides from other Gnostics is this, 
that he did not oppose the Gnosis, as the highest stage in 
religion, to the nicricy to faith ; but with him faith itself is 
the highest quality of man. In the latter, however, he distin- 
guished a series of higher and lower degrees, corresponding 


* Mlvtn r*t tU 4V9tc»i x*l xar mynlm «$/* Strom. 1, IV. f. 536. 
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to the different grades of perfection which different souls are 
destined to occupy in that higher spiritual world from whence 
they sprang. He supposed, in fact, as we formerly remarked, 
a series of terms in the higher world of spirits, of which one 
was continually a copy of the other. Germs of divine life 
from all these grades had become mixed with the kingdom of 
darkness: Christianity is the sifting principle, whereby the 
spiritual natures belonging to the different grades of the 
spiritual world are separated from one another, are brought to 
the consciousness of their own proper essence, and acquire the 
power of setting it in action, and of rising to that region of 
the spiritual world to which they belong by virtue of thia 
their proper and essential being before it had been developed. 
By means of Christianity men arrive, in this manner, at the 
different gnpitions for which they are fitted by their peculiar 
natures, e&m reaching the stage of perfection of which he is 
capable. Even the Archon, upon the entrance of the redeem- 
ing spirit into the world, received the croft a <j>v\oicpivr}Tucii. 
Now that by which, in the different natures, this process of 
separation actually takes place, and by which each individual 
is enabled to reach that grade of the higher world which 
corresponds to his spiritual essence, is faith. In this way we 
must understand the Basilidean school when they taught that 
“ faith and election alike answer to the several grades of the 
spiritual world, and, correspondency to the supramundane 
election, faith accompanies every nature in this world.” * 

Such being the scheme of Basilides J we may perhaps con- 
clude that the ordinary standard of Christian truth, as he 
found it existing among the majority in the church, met with 
more favour and experienced greater justice at his hands than it 
usually did from other Gnostics. Such believers he recognised 
as Christians, members of one Christian community ; and in this 
regard he merely made a distinction between different stages 
of Christian knowledge. Faith was with him the common 
foundation of Christian fellowship ; only alongside of this 
basis there were different degrees of Christian consciousness. 
It is evident, then, that he was far from ascribing the n tcrnc, 


* nitrrif afitcc tut) kxkoynt »/«/«* itrau txxmi iuUrnf**, *etr Wetttr- 

XauSiftx i* mZ rns i*Xoyr)g rtif unr tfxfftw rti» xtvfuxilf mx’drns ftrutf 
trvvivrtrSxi vlcrnv. Strom. 1 . II, £ 863 . 
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as being simply a faith resting on authority, and therefore still 
cleaving to the sensible, exclusively to the psychical class. 
He understood faith to be in its essence a profound inward 
principle. Faith, according to his apprehension, is a con- 
viction that springs from the contact of the spirit with the 
godlike, from the attractive power which the higher world 
exercised over its kindred spirits. There has been revealed to 
it that higher region of existence whence it caipe and to which 
it belongs, and it feels itself attracted by its kindred element. 
Faith is an immediate fact, which renders all evidence super- 
fluous. In it the spirit grasps the truths corresponding to its 
own essence by an immediate intuition.* The soul assents to 
that which does not come to it through the senses, which is 
not presented to it under any sensuous form.f Although as 
strangers in the world, the elect still live, yet, through the 
buoyancy of faith, they perceive the reality of the things 
of that higher world which beam on them from afar. But to 
the peculiar nature of faith must correspond also that of hope. 
Such must be his conviction that man shall actually enter into 
that higher world to which he had been already united by 
faith ; he shall attain to the full possession of those blessings 
which faith has laid hold on4 

Now, although we perceive something of the Pauline spirit 
in the peculiar prominence which Basilides gives to the idea 
of faith, yet we see him again departing widely from the 
apostle, and placing the essence of faith in an intuitive rather 
than in a practical and ethical element; making it proceed 
rather from an intuition of the spirit than from a determination 
of the will which gives its direction to the heart ; and it is 
-easy to see how this difference is grounded in the very essence 
•of his fundamental principle. 

The objection which Plotinus brought against the Gnostics 
^generally, that they neglected ethics , cannot be justly applied 
4© the school of Basilides ; for Isidore composed a system of 

* T« fxetSrifjittrtt atieurohuxrus ivpicrxovffOL xetrakri\pu lonnitri. Strom. 1. II. 

£ 36.?. 

t Faith is a ypvx*tS vvyxard^urtt vroos n ruv fin xivovvruv aHrSwnv to 
fbh irm^uveu. L. c. f. 371. 

% K*rdkkt)ko* <rn Uxrrou ikTi'h xeu rns r'nrriuf rfa L. C. f. 

363. There is a remarkable coincidence between the definitions of faith 
by Basilides and Hugo a St. Victore. 
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ethics, from which unfortunately but a very few words have 
been preserved to us by Clement of Alexandria. 

The moral system of Basilides is to be gathered from his 
Cosmogony. As he assumed a mixture of opposite principles, 
and considered the development of the human race as a 
process of purification, which was to be perfected by Chris- 
tianity, the fundamental principle of his moral system must 
necessarily have been this — namely, that man’s godlike nature 
should be purified from the foreign elements adhering to it, 
and approach continually nearer to its free development and 
activity. Man, according to this system, is a microcosm, — 
containing within himself opposite elements from two opposite 
kingdoms. In the elements foreign to his higher nature* * * § 
are reflected the different properties of the animal, vegetable, 
and mineral kingdoms ; — hence the temperaments, desires, 
and passions which correspond to these different properties 
(for example, the mimic, sportive nature of the ape, the mur- 
derous disposition of the wolf, the hardness of the diamond, 
&c.) ; — the sum of all these effluxes from the animal, vege- 
table, and mineral worlds forms the blind, irrational soul,f 
which constantly checks and disturbs the activity of that 
which in man’s nature is akin to the divine. Isidore thought 
it essential to secure this doctrine against the objection or the 
misapprehension that it was destructive of moral freedom, 1 
and furnished an excuse for all wickedness, as resulting 
from the irresistible influence of these foreign mixtures. He 
appeals to the supremacy of the godlike element. “Having, 
by the rational principle within us, such great advantages, we 
ought to appear as conquerors over the lower creation within 
us.”+ “ Only let a man have the will ” says he, “ to do 

nothing but what is right, and he will have the power ” § 
But this earnest will, this true love of goodness, is too often 
wanting. “ We say indeed with the mouth we will not sin ; 
but our soul has the inclination to sin. A person in this con- 
dition is restrained only by the fear of punishment; he is 
wanting in love.” 

* Appendages of matter, tr£6ret£rnpctra. 
f The VptfQvtx a’koyot. 

j At? Si rSJ Xoytmjcejj xpt'trrovctt ytvo/i'mvf, rvt t lv w/x/V xvUmt 

(p&vnwt x(m.rourret(. 

§ Strom. 1. III. f. 427 : ©iXn^arA/ fiotov iira^rnfat ro xcci 
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It follows from the whole context of the Basilidean system 
that, while he assigns so high a place to the will, Isidore by 

00 means ascribed to it an independent self-sufficiency, nor 
denied the necessity of a higher assistance of grace. By his 
theory of redemption he acknowledged, in effect, that the 
godlike in human nature must first receive its true freedom 
and power of right action by an union with the higher source 
of divine life. How earnest he was in reminding men of 
their need of help, is shown by the advice which he gives to a 
person beset by severe temptations, — counsel which proves at 
the same time how far he was from cherishing a speculative 
pride that despised the ordinary means of grace enjoyed by 
the Christian community. He exhorts such a person not to 
retire into solitude, but to ask the Christian brethren for their 
intercessions, and in society with them to seek strength for his 
divine life, in order that, so strengthened, he might find confi- 
dence in communion with the invisible saints. He says of one 
in this condition, “Let him not separate himself from his 
brother. Let him say, I have entered into the sanctuary; 

1 can suffer no evil.”* If such an one felt himself over- 
much borne down by the power of temptation, he should say 
to his Christian brother, “ Lay thy hand on my head (give 
me thy blessing), and he will receive spiritual and sensible 
assistance ” (feel himself relieved in spirit and body), j* What 
importance he ascribed to prayer is shown by the fact that he 
distinguishes the different moral states of the soul by the 
different character which prayer must assume according to 
those states— or according as one should feel himself con- 
strained to thank Grod for the victory achieved, or to pray for 
new assistance for the impending conflict.J 

The Basilideans were far from being given to an extrava- 
gant asceticism. We have already observed how this mode of 
apprehending the dualistic element, which came so very near 
to the pure doctrine of Zoroaster, would by no means lead 
necessarily to a decided and morose asceticism. They recog- 
nised celibacy, it is true, as a, means which, undisturbed by 

* Ovrof r»v oUxiptv pun Xiyirw, cn iiftXnXvSa \yu us ru, clynn' 

tt&.v lvvaju.su tradin'. Strom. 1. III. f. 427. 

f K«i Xnyptrat [au&uuf mm vsnriiv uoj airdantir. 

I This is clear from Isidore’s words: "Or** l\ » %bx**trrU no tU 
turtm* 
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earthly cares, would allow those who adopted it to occupy 
themselves solely with the things of the kingdom of Goa. 
But they regarded this as a state which all were not ca- 
pable of, and which, therefore, was not advisable for all* 
They recommended marriage as a means of moderating the 
sensuous desires to those who would otherwise have So suffer 
many temptations. This view of marriage is based, it is true, 
on a very low, a merely negative and sensuous notion of its in- 
stitution, and one which gave rise to an exaggerated estimate of 
celibacy. We miss here the more profound and positive view 
of the marriage estate, as a realisation of the moral idea, or of 
the kingdom of God in the welfare of humanity : a loftier con* 
ception, which, as we have already observed, becomes faintly 
visible in the Valentinian Gnosis. 

We must notice finally another remarkable phenomenon. 
In the Basilidean system there are, as we have seen, marks of a 
relationship with certain Ebionite elements : as, for instance, in 
the preference which, with the Christians of that party, it 
evinced for the Apostle Peter. And yet,* inconsistent as it 
may seem, Basilides acknowledges the apostolical authority 
also of St. Paul, as is evident from the weight he ascribes to 
the words of this apostle in his epistle to the Homans ; j as 
well as from the influence of the Pauline ideas, so apparent in 
his doctrine of the essence of faith and also of marriage. We 
see, therefore, from this, that these opposite elements stood by 
no means in such a relation to each other as never to admit of 
being united in the phenomena of these times. 

Valentine and his School* 

After Basilides we place Valentine, who, though somewhat 
later, was nearly his contemporary. To judge from his 
Hellenistic style and the Aramaean names that occur in his 
system, he was of Jewish descent. By birth he was said 
to be an Egyptian ;$ and it may likewise be safely presumed 
that he received his education at Alexandria. From this 
city he travelled to Rome, where he seems to have spent the 

* The Basilideans traced back their Gnosis to Glaucias, a pretended 
interpreter in the service of Peter. Strom. 1. VII. f. 764. 

f See above, p. 54. 

t According to the report of Epiphanius. 
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last years of his life ; which gave him opportunity to make 
known and to promulgate his doctrines in these parts. In 
Lia fundamental ideas he agrees with Basilides. Where he 
differs from him it is chiefly in his mode of carrying them out, 
and in the figurative dress in which he clothes them . But as 
the doctrines of the founders of Gnostic schools were never 
carefully distinguished from those of their later followers, 
from whom, however, they received peculiar modifications; 
and as moreover many cognate doctrines, which sprang from a 
common source, were ascribed to the Valentinian system ; it 
is scarcely .possible, in the accounts which have come down to 
us, to separate with certainty from such additions the doc- 
trines which belong properly to Valentine himself, the author 
of the school. 

Like Basilides, Valentine placed at the summit of the chain 
of being the primal Essence, which he denominated the Bythos 
(pvdoe, the abyss, where the spirit is lost in contemplation). 
This term, of itself, clearly proves that he understood by 
it something different from the Absolute of the Neo-Platonic 
philosophy, the absolutely simple. The word implies, with- 
out doubt, an infinite fulness of life ; and this same infinite, 
transcendent exuberance of being necessitates, in the first 
place, a self-conceiving (a KaraXapfidveiv iavrov), a self- 
limitation, before anything could come into existence. The 
Neo-Platonic ov, on account of its absolutely simple unity, 
eludes all possibility of comprehension ; but the primal Essence 
of Valentine does so by reason of its transcendent fulness of 
life. The Bythos is, in a certain sense, something directly 
opposed to the Absolute of the Neo-Platonic philosophy. It 
may doubtless have happened that with many the former 
idea passed into the latter ; and indeed Valentinians are quoted 
who made out of the Bythos something exalted above all con- 
trarieties, of which even existence could not be predicated ; 
the Absolute, identical with Nothing.* 

* Irenaeus, who gives the different opinions of the Valentinians on the 
Bythos, observes, OS yap avrot afyyo* Xtyaw*, fitin appiva,ptnrt SnXuat, 
finrt Sx&f hr* ru Iren. I. 1, at the end. The disciples of such Gnostics 
wished to soar in their speculations above their master — to ascend to a 
primal ground still more simple. Irenscus cites one of this description, 
whom 'he not unaptly describes as tynXortfn *«< Wutnt m- 

fitnt* who knew how to distinguish between the pievirvs, the iwrw, and, 
the h t and was in the habit of saying of every principle , “ So I name it.’* 
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What Basilides denominates the SwApa c (powers) are ix. 
the system of Valentine the JEons.* It is an idea peculiar to 
him, that, as in the primal source of all existence the 
fulness of all life is still undeveloped, so, with the development 
of fife from him, members were formed standing as comple- 
ments one to the other, preeminently creative and preemi- 
nently passive iEons,f masculine and feminine, by whose 
reciprocal action the phain of vital development is carried on. 
The feminine is the complement of the masculine, and both 
constitute the Pleroma (ro nKripupa ) ; { and so the complete 
series of JEons, as one whole, as the fulness of the divine life 
flowing out of the Bythos, — which whole again, as constantly 
requiring fructification, so to express it, from the same primal 
source, stands to the Bythos in the feminine relation, — was 
called the Pleroma. The hidden essence of God no being can 
comprehend ; it is the absolute ayvworoV : it can only be 
known so far as He has revealed himself in the development of 
his powers or -®ons. The several JEons are so many forms of 
manifestation, phases, names of him who in his hidden being is 
incomprehensible, ineffable, and transcends all conceptions and 
images, § even as that first self-manifestation of the Hidden, 
the Monogenes, is called preeminently the invisible name of 
the Bythos (that wherein the Bythos has conceived himself, 
the 7 rpiorov k’ara\ij7rroi the KardXrjxpic rov itysvi/rov). It is a 
profound idea of the Valentinian system, that, as all existence 
has its ground in the self-limitation of the Bythos, so the 
existence of all created beings depends on limitation. So 
long as each remains within the limits of its own individuality, 
and is that which it should be at its own proper position 
in the evolution of life, all things are fitly adjusted to each 
other, and the true harmony is preserved in the series of vital 


This Ireneeus ridicules : *>{Aokoy*\K% on ttbrog ovlfutret r&im ru rkitfi*rt t 
vito fiifibwo; vrgonpov akkov rtSuputva,. 

* For the explanation of this word, see above. 

f As in all the rest of creation, which presents a symbol of that 
highest order of the universe, this twofold series of factors may be 
traced. 

X Which word these Theosophers, who assuredly never thought of 
adhering strictly to the grammatical signification of their terms, under- 
stood perhaps at one and the same time in an active and passive sense s 
to Tkvtfouv and to orkngoufjuivov. 

§ The ASons are (Mtfeu rov Btov, ovoparx rov dvmo/ixtrov. 
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development. But as soon as any one oversteps these limits, 
as soon as any being, instead of striving to know God in that 
manifestation of himself which God makes to him at his own 
proper position, presumptuously attempts to penetrate into his 
hidden essence, he incurs the risk of sinking into nothing. 
Instead of apprehending the Real, he loses himself in the 
Unsubstantial. Horns (opoc), the genius of limitation, of the 
finite, the power that fixes and guards the bounds of individual 
existence, who is always on the watch to restore them whenever 
they are disturbed, occupies accordingly an important place in 
the system of Valentine ; and the Gnosis here bears witness 
against itself. The ideas of Horus and of the Redeemer 
must of necessity be closely related in the Valentinian system ; 
since the forming and redeeming of existence are kindred 
conceptions, and the principle of limitation in both respects ' 
occupies an important place in this system. In fact, Horus 
was also called by many \vrputrrjc and o-wrf/p, Redeemer and 
Saviour. There are occasional traces of a mode of view 
which would regard the Horus only as a particular operation 
of the one redeeming spirit; as indeed the Valentinian system 
gave different names to this power, according to the different 
places and the different modes of his operation, which extends 
through all the grades of existence. Others, indeed, trans- 
formed these different modes of operation into so many 
different hypostases. 

The Valentinian doctrine of the Horus is based upon pro- 
found ideas as to the process of development of the divine life 
in general and in detail, which are most important in their 
bearing on Christian ethics, and on our view of human history. 
The Valentinian school held that, in the process of developing 
the divine life, two momenta must concur, a negative and a 
positive, both standing in necessary connection with each other, 
— the purification of the spiritual individuality from the foreign 
elements by which it had been vitiated and into which it 
threatened to lapse; and the establishment of the purified 
individuality in itself, its firm and steadfast shaping, its as- 
sumptioq of its own nature. Two operations, therefore, were 
ascribed to the Horus ; the negative , by virtue of which he 
defines the limits of every existence, separates and keeps away 
from it every foreign element ; * and the positive , by virtue of 

* Hie bi jtyua pugicrrixn xoti hogitrnxy. 
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which he fixes, moulds, and establishes in their own peculiar 
essence those that are purified from the foreign elements by 
which that essence had been disturbed.* The first operation 
was designated preeminently by the name of opo?, the second by 
the term oravpac* In this latter appellation the Valentinians 
no doubt played upon the several significations of cross,* take, 
palisade. Those two appellations, however, were not perhaps 
always so sharply discriminated ; since crravpac, with the signifi- 
cation cross, was also made a symbol of the separating, destroy* 
ing energy of the Horus.f In the words of Christ “ I am not 
come to bring peace on the earth, but the sword,” they found 
a description of that negative operation of the Horus, by which 
he separates the godlike from the ungodlike. And in the 
Baptist’s annunciation of Christ as coming with the fan, and 
with the fire by which the chaff should be consumed, the Va- 
lenti riians saw a description of this activity of the Horns with 
regard to the whole world, by which he would destroy all the 
v\rj, and purify the redeemed. In the passage where Christ 
says, “ No man can be my disciple, unless he takes up his cross 
and follows me,” they saw a description of that divine power, 
symbolized by the cross, whereby each individual, becoming 
purified from all that is foreign to his nature, arid attaining to 
a self-subsistent shaping of the higher life in his own indi- 
viduality and to a well-defined impression of this individuality 
refined by a godlike life, first becomes a true disciple of 
Christ. { 

While Basilides ascribed thfc mixture of the divine element 
with matter to an encroachment of the kingdom of Darkness 
on the kingdom of Light, Valentine, on the other hand, attri- 
buted it to a disturbing cause within the Pleroma — the falling 
of a divine germ of life from the Pleroma into matter. Like 
Basilides, he acknowledged the manifestation of a divine wis- 
dotn in the world ; but here also the lower is only a symbol 
of the higher. It is not the divine wisdom itself which ani- 
mates this world ; not the iEon crocpia, but an immature birth of 

* The ivtgyua tut t <rrn(>iffrixfi. 

t Clement of Alexandria also employs the cross as a symbol of the 
divine power, whereby the soul is made free from the elements of the 
world, from sensuous lusts. ’A xoXutctt **) dmrrtiteu tutt & vretvpof 
fn/Mtivu, and on this is founded the uvu*uufis. Strom, lib. II. f. 407. 

t Iren. lib. I. c. 3, s. 5. 
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it, which only gradually attains to maturity. The idea which 
lies at bottom of this view is, that in the world we may recognise 
a revelation of divine wisdom still in the process of unfolding 
itself. By the appearance of Christ and the redemption it first 
attained to its end ; and it is only when contemplated in this 
connection that the world presents the image of the divine 
wisdom in its process of development. Accordingly the -Eon, 
who is the Heavenly Wisdom, rejoices — when everything has 
been made clear by the appearance of Christ — to recover his lost 
idea (ivBvgri<n c) ; since now the manifestation corresponds to 
the idea, and the latter presents itself in the former to imme- 
diate intuition. According to Valentine a symbol of this 
was given in the woman who lights a candle to seek after the 
lost piece of silver, and finally, after the house has been swept, 
rejoices to find it. Luke xv. 8. 

Accordingly he distinguishes an avio and a Karo) <ro0ta, the 
Achamoth . * The latter is the mundane soul, from whose mix- 
ture with the v\rj springs all living existence with its manifold 
gradations, which stand the higher the freer they are from con- 
tact with the v\ti , and the lower the more they are dra'sVn down- 
ward and affected by matter. Hence arise the three orders of 
existence 1. The divine germs of life, exalted by their na- 
ture above matter, and akin to the aro<j)la, to the mundane soul, 
and to the Pleroma, — the spiritual natures, 0iWic 7r vevfiariKat ; 
2. The natures originating in the life, divided from the former 
by the mixture of the v\rj, the psychical natures, tpvoEig \[/vxucai, 
with which begins a perfectly nC\v order of existence, an image 
of that higher mundane system in a subordinate grade ; and 
finally, 3. The ungodlike nature, which resists all ameliora- 
tion, and whose tendency is only to destroy — the nature of 
blind lust and passion. Between the several natures which 
sprang from the evolution of the divine life (which flows out 
from the Bythos through the mediation of the -Eons) — from 
the Pleroma down to the germs of life which have fallen into 
humanity (the scattered seed that is to attain to maturity in 
this earthly world) — there are only differences of degree . But 
between the three several orders of existence an essential dif- 
ference of kind subsists. Each of these orders, therefore, 
must have its own independent, governing principle ; though 
every process of education and development ultimately leads 
* niD'SK. 
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back to the Bythos, who, by means of manifold organs, corre- 
sponding to the numberless grades of existence, influences all, 
for his law is alone supreme. He himself, however, can never 
come into immediate contact with what is alien from his es- 
sence. Accordingly, at that subordinate stage of existence 
which intervenes between the perfect, the godlike, and the un- 
godlike, and the material, there must arise a being* * * § — as the type 
of the highest — who, while he believes' that he is acting inde- 
pendently, must yet, in compliance with that general law from 
which nothing can exempt itself, be subservient in realizing the 
highest ideas even to the very utmost bounds of matter. This 
being is in the physical world what the Bythos is in the higher 
— with this difference only, that he involuntarily acts as the 
instrument only of the latter. Such is the Demiurge of Valen- 
tine. Moreover, the Hyle has its representative principle, 
through whom its activity is exerted ; one, however, which, by 
its nature, is not formative and creative, but only destructive ; 
namely, Satan . f 1. The nature of the TrvevyariKov, the spi- 
ritual, is essential relationship with God (the bpoovtnov ry 
Oep ) ; hence the life of unity, the undivided, the absolutely 
simple ( ohffla iyucri , povoettyo). 2. The essence of the ipi /\ikoi 
is disruption into multiplicity, manifoldness ; which however 
is subordinate to a higher unity, by which it allows itself to be 
guided, first unconsciously, then consciously. 3. The essence 
of Satan and of his whole kingdom is the direct opposite to all 
unity ; disruption and disunion in itself without the least sym- 
pathy, without any point of coalescence whatever for unity ; 
together with an effort to destroy all unity, to extend its own 
inherent disunion to everything, and to rend everything asun- 
der.:}: This principle has no power to posit anything, but 
only to negative ; it is unable to create, to produce, to form, 
but only to destroy, to decompose. § The first of these grades 
constitutes the life, which by its nature is imperishable, the 
essential a<j>0ap<ria ; the \ //v^t/cov, on the other hand, stands mid- 


* The fjbtrortif. 

f As Heracleon defines him : pipes tv fans rns Vid. Orig. in 

Joann. T. XIII. s. 16 . 

X The Mu xokvtrxiHs, that seeks to assimilate everything to itself. 

§ Thus defined by Heracleon, who says, o u ytrvZ roixurd rives, rm 

W»* (Qvvit, (p&oaot rotes yet£ xxi xvxkifxovrx revs ipfikn&ivras W esvrd, 

Orig. in Joann. T. XX. s. 20. 
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way betwixt the imperishable and the perishable ; the soul 
being by nature mortal, and capable only of being made 
immortal by a higher informing power. The ^vyucoi attain 
to immortality, or fall a natural prey to death, according 
as they yield themselves by the bent of their will to the god- 
like or to the ungod like. The essence of Satan, as of the 
v'Xtj, is death itself^ the negation of all existence, — which in 
the end, when all existence, rent and dissevered by it, shall 
have developed itself to a mature individuality and become 
sufficiently established in itself, will be vanquished by the 
force of the Positive as soon as, having attracted within 
its sphere all kindred ungodlike natures, it shall have 
resolved itself into its own nothingness. 1. The essence 
of the first is the evolution of pure life from within outward ; 
an activity not directed outwardly, and such that it has no 
obstacles to overcome ; a life and action exalted above the 
antithesis of rest and motion. 2. The essence of the iIAjj is, 
in itself considered, the rest of death ; but a spark of life hav- 
ing fallen into it, and communicated to it a certain analogon 
of life, it became a wild self-contradictory impulse, as it is 
exhibited in Satan, its representative, to whom, as well as to 
all men akin to him by nature, they ascribed no rational con- 
sciousness, no self-determining will, but only a blind, wild, 
impulsive nature, only desire and passion.* * * § When he looked 
at the crimes committed by men, which filled him with abhor- 
rence, this was the only explanation which could occur to the 
mind of a man like Valentine.j* 3. Peculiar to the Demiurge, 
ajnd his subjects the Psychici , is a propensity to create, to pro- 
duce without themselves— a busy acti vity . They would always 
be doing, as usually happens with such busy natures, even with- 
out really understanding what they are about, J without being 
really conscious to themselves of the ideas that govern them.§ 

The doctrine of redemption occupied a place no less im- 

* Heracleon says, T«v $/d) 3 sAtyue, «xx' imSv/u.!av. Orig. 
in Joann. T. XX. s. 20. 

t Notice the remarkable manner in which a Valentinian expresses 
himself on this point in the dialogue on Free Will ascribed to Methodius. 

Galland. Bibl. patr. T. III. f. 762. Consult, however, on this tract, the 
investigations m my w Genetic development of the Gnostic systems/' 
p. 205. | *vns Tikviryot, Tekv<r^dy t um9. 

§ For evidence see Heracleon, Orig. in Joann. T. XI 11. c. 16, 25, 30, 
51, 59; T. XX. c. 20. 
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portant in the Valentinian than in the Basilidean system, form- 
ing properly its central point ; as may be gathered from our 
previous remarks on the relation of the notions of creation and 
of redemption in this scheme. It was in a greater degree the 
aim and effort of the latter system than the former to com- 
prehend the doctrine of redemption in its connection with the 
universal process of development; as, whHe it went back to 
the first germ of discord in the universe, so also it sought to 
point out the necessity of a redemption in its primal ground* 
No doubt it did this in such a manner that the specula* 
tive interest continually overshot the practical. As a process 
of vital development pervades every region of existence, and 
as the disharmony , which in the germ had its beginning in the 
Pleroma itself, extended itself from thence still more widely ; 
so the whole mundane course can only then attain to its end 
when harmony has been restored both in the Pleroma and in 
all grades of existence. What takes place in the Pleroma 
must be imaged forth in all the other grades of existence. In- 
asmuch, then, as the work of redemption is carried on in dif- 
ferent gradations of existence, and the same law is here ful- 
filled in different forms at different positions, so accordingly 
it is the same agent of the revelation of the hidden God, the 
same agent through whom the life that emanated from God 
is again united with Him, who, working continually until 
the consummation of all things, presents himself under differ- 
ent hypostases, according as he accomplishes his work at 
different stages of existence. Thus it is the same idea which 
is represented in a Monogenes, a Logos, a Christ, a Soter. 
The Soter is the Redeemer of the whole world without the 
Pleroma ; and hence also the framer of it (in considering this 
position we must bear in mind what has been said already 
respecting the twofold activity of the Horns). By the process 
of framing, the higher element is in the first place freed from 
its adherent matter, evolved from an unorganised, formless 
existence to a determinate one, with its proper organic form* 
By the redemption, the higher individuality first attains to a 
full and perfect development, and to clear self-consciousness. 
Redemption completes the process of formation. All the divine 
life of the Pleroma concentrates and reflects itself in the Soter, 
and through him works onward in giving individual shapes, 
until the spiritual natures akin to the Pleroma are sowed in the 
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world and are matured to perfected existence. The Christ of 
the Pleroma is the operative principle ; the Soter, without the 
Pleroma, the recipient, framing, and perfecting principle.* 
The Soter first proves his redeeming, formative power on the 
mundane soul , which is as yet immature, and had its origin in 
the Pleroma ; — the same power which is afterwards to be ex- 
tended to the kindred spiritual natures that sprang out from her, 
the common mother of the spiritual life in the lower world (see 
above). The Soter is properly the former and ruler of the world, 
a& he is also its redeemer ; for the formation of the world is in 
truth the first beginning of the process of development, which 
is only brought to its full completion by the redemption. The 
Soter, as the inwardly operating principle, inspires in the mun- 
dane soul, destined to union (syzygia) with him,')* the plastic 
ideas ; and she it is who communicates them to the Demiurge, 
who thinks that he acts independently. In forming the world, 
the latter is, without knowing it, actuated and impelled by 
the force of these ideas. Thus the world is a picture of the 
divine glory, designed by the Sophia or the Soter, as its artists, 
while in the execution of it the Demiurge is employed simply 
as an instrument. Since, however, every picture is, from its 
nature, only an imperfect representation of the prototype, and 
can be properly understood only by him who has the intuition 
of that primal type, so the Demiurge with his creation is but 
an imperfect representation of the divine glory ; and he only 
who has felt within himself a revelation of the invisible divine 
essence can rightly understand the world as a symbol or pic- 
ture, and the Demiurge as a prophet of the Supreme God. 
The internal revelation of God, which is the portion of the 
irhevfJiartKoi, is a confirmation of the outward, a testimony to 

* In the voiros fitr&mrot. 

f So Heracleon says of the Soter in his relation to Christ. The 
former, he observes, receives from the latter the divine seed, yet unde- 
veloped, out of the Pleroma; and gives it the first shaping towards 
determinate, individual existence, rfa rpm* rhv *ara yivuni, 

ttf /jbtfQttr Mat xat irtpyraffiv ayuyihn xat avxht%xf. O rig. in 

Joann. T. II. c. 15. To bring to light, to shape, to individualize, are, 
with the Gnostics, equivalent notions. The indeterminate, unorganized, 
answers in the spiritual province to the uXn. Accordingly in the Valen- 
tinian fragments, in Irenseus, lib. I. c. 8, s. 4, to the tr^iiaxxuit ertyw 
trtaZf rtjfv • vttat 18 opposed the petfovv, Qavtpovv. Christ 

scatters the seed, the Soter gathers the harvest. Orig. in Joann. T 
XIII. p. 46. x Kara <ro$lx, Achamoth. 
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the Demiurge, a is God’s representative. Valentine hknself 
expresses the matter thus :*■ — “ As the portrait falls short of 
the living countenance, so does the world fall short of the 
living God. Now what is the cause of the picture? The 
majesty of the countenance, which furnished the painter with 
his type, in order that it might be glorified by the revelation 
of its name ; for no picture is devised as a self-subsistent 
thing (every picture necessarily refers back to an original 
type). But as the name of the object supplies what is defi- 
cient in the picture, so the invisible of God (his invisible essence 
as it reveals itself in the spirit which is related to God) con- 
tributes to the verification of the copy.” 

Man is the being through whom the name of God is to be 
revealed in this world ; who, through the invisible revelation 
of God in himself \ was to be the link of connection betwixt 
the copy and the prototype, and so to supply what was lacking 
to the world in itself towards a complete revelation of the 
Divine Being. That man occupies this important position in 
creation is one of the fundamental ideas of the Valentinian 
system. Humanity and revelation of God are conceptions 
which here stand in intimate connection with each other. 
Accordingly the primal man is represented as one of the jEons ; 
and this idea in another Valentinian statement is thus ex- 
pressed : — “ When God willed a revelation of Himself, this was 
called man.”*}* But in this respect also it is necessary to dis- 


* Strom. 1. IV. f. 509 : *0 Toroy tkdrr&v ti ukuv rod %mtos tr^oa-ucrev, 
r oer our tv rtffffuv a KotrfAts rod Z&vrof etlZvous (which name, according to what 
we have already observed, is a distinctive appellation of the Supreme 
God himself). T Is «vv air let rv>s ukovos ; Mi yctXvffuvfi rod Tgoruwou, orotpur- 
%tyuv 0 t/ ru tov ti5**«v, <v« rifwSri 3/ ouepturos etvrod (I understand 

this as referring to his own name, which was to be revealed by the- 
creation), ov ykp etv&tv rtxZg tupiSri ptog<pfr cLxkk ro o vopta (the name as it 
reveals itself immediately in the higher self-consciousness, or in the 1 
Spiritual natures) itrk^oofft ro Iffrt^nfjuot tv orkdfftt’ ffvvtgy u 31 xotl ro rod 
9tov dogaroy tlf t riffrif rod Ti<rXxtr^Uou. (This is without doubt the 
neuter = rrXxffmx). It may be that Valentine here supposed the De- 
miurge, and the world formed by him, to constitute one image of the 
Supreme God, analogous to the Stot ytvtiro; of Plato, in the same way 
that Philo, in many places, unites together the Logos and the world ani- 
mated by him. Yet this does not necessarily follow from his languagd 
in this instance. 

t €/ Ot* vjtiv avrov, rodro clvfyvroe Iren. lib. I. C. 
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tinguish what the Demiurge intended, and what he was com- 
pelled unconsciously to do, as the instrument of the higher 
order of the world. He and his angels in a higher ethereal 
region (paradise, the third or fourth heaven)* combined 
together to create man as their common image. Man, as lord of 
the world, was in it to represent the Demiurge. But in this 
matter also the Demiurge acted as the instrument of a higher 
order of the world, according to ideas inspired in him by 
the Soter and the Sophia. Unknown to himself some of the 
seed of divine life was communicated to him from the Pleroma, 
and from him it passed over to man.’)’ Thus in the appear- 
ance of man was revealed the prototype of the heavenly man 
from the Pleroma ; and he, who was intended to represent 
only the perfection of the cosmical principle, exhibited in his 
manifestation something far higher. The Demiurge and his 
angels, when they beheld a strange and higher power enter 
within their kingdom, were seized with amazement ; for they 
had not as yet attained to a conscious recognition of that 
higher order of the world, and to that free obedience to it, 
which could only be brought about after the redemption. 
Thus they weTe alarmed at their own work, which threatened 
to exalt itself above themselves. As Valentine saw the same 
law pervading every grade of existence, so he supposed he 
could find it recurring in all those cases wherein men, under 
the inspiration of lofty ideas, and endeavouring to represent 
them in their works, pioduce effects not anticipated by them- 
selves, and are set in astonishment by their own productions. 
This he illustrates by the instance of the artist, who, having 
formed the image of a god, afterwards falls down and worships 
it. On this point Valentine thus expresses himself: — “Just 
as fear seized the angels in the presence of that form when, 
because a seed of the higher essence had been invisibly 
imparted to it, it uttered greater things than they expected 
from such a creation, so also among the generations of men 
in this world their works became objects of fear to their very 
authors; as statues, pictures, and all that is wrought by 

* See those Gnostic excerpta of the Didascal. Anatol. or ei«2«*w 
opp. Clement, f. 797, B. : *Avfy*ras it r£ Taoah'urm «rf rtrxfiru 
oupat£ 'irijjjtov^yurai, and Iren. lib. I. c. 5, s. 2. * ‘ 

t 0 A Up, mtikvf »i/r£, M rn s tr octets itrrctfU, ro erufia ro <xvtu- 

paTHon. Didascal. Auatol. f. 797. 
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human hands exhibit the name of God ; for Adam, who had 
been formed to represent the name of man, awakened a dre ad 
of the primal man, as if forsooth the latter were enshrined 
within him.”* 

The cosmical principle must, therefore, endeavour to ma?A- 
tain itself in its self-subsistence and authority against the 
danger with which man, bearing witness of the supramundane 
essence, threatened it. The Demiurge and his powers com- 
bine to hold man in subjection, and to suppress the conscious- 
ness of his higher nature. They plunge him from the psychical 
region of the third heaven into the world won from and built 
on the verge of the Hyle, and they veil his psychical nature in 
a body formed out of matter. f But that this should so happen 
was no result of the will of the Demiurge. In this also he 
acted as the instrument of a higher wisdom ; in carrying out 
his own will he was forced to minister to the ends of a higher 
will. The principle of divine life was to penetrate through all 
grades of existence, to spread even to the bounds of the Hyle, 
and even to enter the realms of death itself, in order to 
bring about its destruction. But this was the only way in 
which it could be done. 

* That, therefore, which is to represent humanity at large is 
actually realized by the higher spiritual natures alone — by those 
only who bear within them that higher germ of divine life 
which accrued to the Demiurge by an invisible communication. 
They are the salt and light of the earth, the leaven for the 
whole lump of humanity. The soul (xpv^v) is but the vehicle 
by which the TrvEvfxariKov enters into the temporal world, in 


* K«J atrertg <pop>of lir) bctivov rev * ka.ffu>aro{ v'Tyjo^t ro7g dyyiXe/g, on fxti^evx 
IpStyVccro rng irkuruvg, hd rev dofxrov tv avrS tr-rt^/xot Mwxoret, rrtv otvuSiv 

olfflav %ct) *rotppj}ria%6fAivov, our (here the apodosis begins), xou iv nut 

yxntug ruv xetr/uixaiv ivSgeurcuv Qo&ot rat ioyet ruv uv^^urotv ro7t Teiovtnv 

iy'mra , «7«v dvfydvnt xai tJxont xett trdvrm (here an & has doubtless slipped 
out, or -rav-S’ a. may be the reading), x\ dvvovcm tig ovo/jm Sieu' us 

ydf ovejxet dvBgdtrov trXxo&ug *A 'bdfA tyofiov rrx^iax Tf^eovrog dv£)gdirev f ug )}• 
avrov tv xvrSp xeeSu rrurog. Strom, lib. II. f. 375. 

f The coats of skin, the %tr»v u h^drtvat of Genesis, which were com- 
monly so understood by the Theosophists of this period. Thus we 
must supply the hiatus which has come down to us in Valentine's system, 
when it is said at the conclusion of the above-cited passage, “ The angels 
would have speedily destroyed their work ;** — or we must suppose that 
sentence was hypothetical, t. e. they would have destroyed it unless they 
had been prevented in an invisible manner by a higher power. 
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which it is to develop itself to maturity. When this end is 
attained, the spirit , which is destined only for the life of intu- 
ition, will leave this vehicle behind it in the lower sphere ; and 
every spiritual nature, as the passive, feminine element in 
relation to its higher spiritual world, will be exalted to an 
union (Syzygia) with its corresponding angelic nature in the 
Pleroma. The higher faculty of immediate intuition alone — 
this is Valentine’s meaning — will then be active ; all those 
powers and modes of operation of the soul which are directed 
to the temporal and to the finite, (such, for instance, as the 
faculty of reflection,) of which, according to Valentine, the 
is the Aim, will then, in the Pleroma, fall entirely away.* 

The attractive power with which the godlike operates on 
everything, even while those that are affected by it are unable 
to understand it or explain it to themselves, is a favourite idea 
of Valentine’s. Without knowing the reason of it, the Demi- 
urge was attracted by the spiritual natures among the Jewish 
people. He made, therefore, of such, prophets, priests, and 
kings. And hence it came to pass that the prophets particu- 
larly were able to point to that higher order of things which 
through the Soter was first to enter into humanity. According 
to the Valentinian theory there was a four-fold principle at 
work in the prophets: — 1 . The psychical principle, the humanly 
finite, the soul left to itself ; 2. The inspiration of this 
which proceeded from the Demiurge’s influence upon it ; l 3. 
The TrvevfjiaTucovi or spiritual element, left to itself ; 4. The 
pneumatic inspiration, which proceeds from the informing 
Sophia.f Accordingly, with a reference to these four prin- 
ciples, Valentine could, in the writings of the prophets, dis- 
tinguish different passages of a higher and lower kind and 
import, and also higher and lower senses of the same passage : — 
1. The purely human. 2. The several prophecies of future 
events, which the Demiurge was able to communicate ; — for, 
though not omniscient, he glanced nevertheless through a wide 
and large circle of futurity ; — the prediction, for instance, of a 
Messiah proceeded from him, but still enveloped in a temporal, 
Jewish form ; and depicting him such as the Demiurge meant 
to send, — a psychical Messiah for the psychical natures, 
the ruler over a kingdom of this world. 3. The ideas touch- 

. * Comp. Aristot. de amma, lib. III. c. 5. 
f Vid. Iren. lib. I. c. 7, s. 3 et 4. 
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ing on the Christian economy, and pointing to it, — the trans- 
figured Messianic element, set forth with more or less of 
purity, according as it proceeded merely from the higher 
spiritual nature, or from the immediate influence of the 
Sophia. This view was calculated to give rise to important 
investigations on the mixture of the Divine with the Human 
in the prophets, and to fruitful results for the right exposition 
of their writings. We here observe, presenting itself for the 
first time, a more profound study of the idea of inspiration — a 
desire to make the religious and scientific interests to harmo- 
nize with each other in the exposition of the Old Testament. 

The question now arises whether Valentine held that the 
rays of higher truth and spiritual natures existed solely among 
the Jews, or whether he allowed that they were diffused also 
among the Gentiles. It is true that, according to Heracleon, * he 
taught that the Jews belong to the kingdom of the Demiurge, 
the Gentiles to the kingdom of matter, or of Satan, and the 
Christians to the people of the Supreme God ; but this does not 
prove that he denied a higher nature altogether to the Gen- 
tiles. For in Judaism — although he assigned it preeminently to 
the Demiurge — he recognised sprinklings of the higher pneuma- 
tic element ; and although he made Christendom the property of 
the Supreme God, he nevertheless saw, even among Christians, 
a large psychical class. He is speaking, then, of the pre- 
dominant character only ; and therefore even among the Gen- 
tiles, notwithstanding the predominance of the Hylic element 
in Heathendom, he may have recognised a sprinkling of the 
Pneumatical. He must indeed do so on his own principles ; 
since the higher, spiritual life (the 7r rev licit wov) had to pass 
through every grade of existence to the utmost bounds of 
matter, in order to prepare the way for the total destruction of 
the kingdom of thevX?;. Valentine’s observations, in the pas- 
sage above cited, on the power of art exerted in fashioning the 
images of the gods, allow of the inference that he judged the 
polytheistic system with more lenity tlian the ordinary Jews, 
who looked upon the Gentile gods only as evil spirits ; that, 
resting on Acts xiii. 23, he believed it possible even in this 
system to trace indications (corrupted, however, by the pre- 
dominance of the Hylic principle) of an unknown God, extend- 


Orig. in Joann. T. XIII. c. 16 . 



m 


VALENTINE. 


ing over all an influence which they comprehended not. Ac- 
cordingly, in an extant fragment of a Homily,* Valentine 
actually alludes to the vestiges of truth scattered throughout 
file writings of the heathens, wherein is revealed the inward 
nature of God’s spiritual people, of the wvzv pariKoi, inter- 
mingled with the whole human Tace : u Much of that which 
is written in the books of Gentiles is found written in the 
church of God ; this common truth is the word out of the 
heart, the law written in the heart ; it is the people of the 
beloved (i. e. this common higher consciousness is the charac- 
teristic mark of the members of the Soter’s community, of the 
w yevfiarucoi) who are loved by him and love him in return.” 

The Soter, who from the beginning has directed the whole 
process of development of the spiritual life-germs that fell 
from the Pleroma to form a new world, the invisible framer 
and ruler of this new world, — he must now at last interfere 
immediately in the mundane course, in order to extend the act 
of redemption, — which he had originally accomplished on the 
mother of all spiritual life, the world-soul , the Sophia, — to all 
the spiritual life that has emanated from her, and must thus 
bring his whole work to an end. Everything, down to the 
Hylic element, struggling against all existence, was capable, 
each in its own degree , of being ennobled. The Soter, there- 
fore, in order to train everything, the psychical no less than 
the spiritual, for its fit stage of higher fife, must enter into 
union with all these grades of existence. Moreover, in obedi- 
ence to the course which is in harmony with nature, he could 
only enter into union with its kindred spiritual nature, and as 
such, in this world of time, only in junction with a soul 

(W)' 

. The Christology must always be affected by the view which 
is entertained of the relation of the world to God, and by the 
doctrine of human nature. In both respects this system clearly 
sets forth the necessity of a redemption, and that too in its 
true import, as a grand historical fact, intended to restore har- 
mony between the different grades of existence, to fill up the 
chasm which separated the world from heaven, and to raise 
the pneumatic natures (who by themselves alone never could 
have attained to a full consciousness and full exercise of their 


* Clem. Strom. 1. VI. 1 641. 
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higher nature) to fellowship with the higher world, which is 
akin to their own essence. But still it was a consequence 
grounded in the separation here supposed between the king- 
dom of the Demiurge and that of the Supreme God, that all 
in this world could not be equally fitted for redemption and 
equally penetrated by its principle. Certain repulsive tenden- 
cies were assumed to exist in human nature itself, which 
excluded the possibility of a uniform appropriation, through the 
Redeemer and the redemption, of this nature in its complete- 
ness. In this system the purely Human (the psychical nature) 
was too far separated from the properly Divine (the pneumatic 
nature), the oneness of God’s image in man was too feebly 
recognised, to give room for a complete apprehension of 
the historical Christ being admitted as the realization of the 
original type of Humanity. The antagonisms which were 
insisted upon, as originally given in the cosmology and anthro- 
pology of this system, must necessarily make their appearance 
again in its Christology. We cannot admit that the ten- 
dency of the Yalentinian system was to teach a merely proto- 
typic or ideal Christ, and to make the Christ of history a 
purely accidental point to which this idea attached itself. Still 
on this matter we can say nothing more than that its principles 
admitted only of a one-sided, mutilated apprehension, not only 
of the prototypic, but also of the historical Christ. This fun- 
damental defect is to be traced, in one word, to the reaction of 
the great principle of the ancient world in its conception of the 
godlike as being superhuman . Though Valentine could attri- 
bute to the human element in Christ a greater value than Basi- 
lides could, still, consistently with those principles, he never 
could recognise the full significancy of the human element in 
combination with the divine, nor understand their true union in 
him, nor even allow the Human itself to be altogether human, 
for according to his theory there must ever be something in 
the human that belongs exclusively to the kingdom of the iSikq. 

The Demiurge had promised his people a Redeemer, a 
Messiah, who should release them from the dominion of the 
Hylic power, effect the annihilation of all that was opposed to 
his own kingdom, who should rule in his name over all, and 
bless the obedient with all manner of earthly happiness. He 
sent down from his heaven this Messiah, the express image of 
the Demiurge; but this exalted being could enter into no union 
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with matter. Destined to effect the annihilation of the material 
element, how indeed could he take anything from it ? Wita 
a material body there would have been associated a kindred 
material spirit of life,* — that fountain of all evil lusts; and 
how could he be the Redeemer, if the principle of evil were 
present in his own being? The Demiurge, therefore, formed 
for the psychical Messiah a body of the finest ethereal ele- 
ments of the heaven from which he sent him down into the 
world. This body was wonderfully constituted,'}* so as to be 
visible to outward sense, and undergo all sensible actions and 
affections, and yet in a way altogether different from that of 
ordinary earthly bodies. f It was, however, in this that the 
miraculous birth of Jesus consisted : the psychical nature that 
descended from the heaven of the Demiurge, together with the 
ethereal body which it brought with it from the same region, 
was ushered into the light of this world through Mary, merely 
as through a channel. § And yet this psychical Messiah would 
have been inadequate to the task of accomplishing the work 
assigned him by the Demiurge. It required a higher power 
to conquer the kingdom of the vX tj. The Demiurge acted 
here, as in everything else, simply as the unconscious instru- 
ment of the Soter. The latter had determined the time when 
he would unite himself with this psychical Messiah as his 
instrument, in order to accomplish the work ordained and 
promised by the Demiurge, in a far higher sense than the 
Demiurge himself had divined, by founding a Messianic king- 
dom of a far loftier description, whose true character had been 
intimated only in those most sublime of all the descriptions of 
the prophets which the Demiurge himself had been unable to 
understand. 

The psychical Messiah, who had no presentiment of the 
destination that awaited him when united with the Soter, 
meanwhile exhibited from the beginning the ideal of ascetical 
sanctity. By virtue of the peculiar constitution of his body, 
he could exercise an extraordinary control over matter. He 
ate and drank, it is true, like others ; in this respect letting 
himself down to human infirmity, but yet without being 

* The ^ vx $ f ’Eg olxovc/ju'etf. 

| latuu. i* **it dpavovs spvxixrs ouetxf. Theodot. Didascal. Anatol. 

| 'Of ff&knvof' 
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subject to like affections with other men. He did everything 
after a godlike manner.* 

At his baptism in the Jordan, where he was to receive from 
John the Baptist, as representative of the Demiurge, his solemn 
consecration to the office of Messiah, the Soter, under whose 
invisible guidance everything had been directed to this? point, 
entered into union with him, descending in the form of a dove. 
As to the question whether the pyschical Messiah possessed 
with his soul a pneumatic element also, there would seem to 
have been difference of opinion among the Valentinian schools 
themselves. f Some may have held that the irrev/xa descended 
at the same time with the soul as its vehicle, for the purpose 
of unfolding itself in this world to maturity, and then serving 
as the instrument of the descended Soter, while it may have 

* Clem. Strom, lib. III. f. 451. 

f The latter seems to be the view expressed in a passage of Ileradeon, 
Orig. T. VI. s. 23. Grabe, Spiceleg. T. II. p. 89, in which passage I once 
supposed (see my Genetische Entwickelung, p. 149), though erroneously, 
that 1 had found the doctrine of a proper incarnation of the Soter, and of 
his union with the human nature from its first development. Heracleon 
— on John i. 27 — explains the passage after his usual manner, in the first 
place, correctly, namely, that “John acknowledged himself unworthy 
to perform even the meanest service for the Redeemer,” — but then pro- 
ceeds arbitrarily to introduce into these simple words a higher sense, in 
accordance with his own theosophical ideas : O lx iyi tipt Ixavos, 1m 3/ 
xarfaBn ««ro pty&ous xa) trx^xtt A«t/3»», is itirohnpotf vs tyi Xoyov 
a.'rohouvat el %umpat i elli ZtnyntretrSxt v trikvffai rnv vrifi alri; oixovaplav. 

We can hardly understand by “ the flesh ” here, which the Soter took on 
him when he descended from the higher region bordering on the irkfoupec 
and the ro#os pur or nr oj, the body of the psychical Messiah, formed by a 
special olxovopia . ; for the subject of discourse here is undoubtedly the 
Soter, who revealed himself to John at the baptism ; and this Soter, at 
all events, united himself, according to the Valentinian theory, not with 
the body, but with the nsy c Ideal Messiah , who was clothed with this body. 
Consequently John, here representing the person of the Demiurge, 
could not have thus expressed his wonder at this wonderful body, which 
had been formed by the Demiurge himself. But the Valentinians were 
used to denominate every outward envelop , every vehicle of a superior 
being that descended to a lower region of existence, a The Sophia 

S ave the Soter a xnvpartxov, that so with this vehicle he might 

escend to the earth, and, through its medium, enter into union with the 
^vxv. We have the evidence of this in the commencing words of the 
Didascal. Anatol., which are as follows : "o 3*A»y trct^xiov rS x'oye^ 
(equivalent to the Soter,) h trotyl CL ro mtupanxo* rxi^px, rouro eroXirapivof 
*«rnA3t» o trwrvo. It was of this wonderful economy, then, that Hera- 
clcon was speaking. 
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been the opinion of others that the Soter, on his first en- 
trance into this world, received from the Sophia a spiritual 
nature as his vehicle, so as to be able to unite himself with a 
human nature, and that the higher pneumatic principle was 
thus first communicated to the Messiah of the Demiurge at his 
baptism. 

According to Valentine’s doctrine, as well as that of Basil- 
ides, the appearance of the redeeming spirit in humanity and 
his union with the psychical Messiah, his revelation and com- 
munication of himself by the latter, must constitute the prin- 
cipal thing in the work of redemption. He agreed with 
Basilides also in supposing that at the passion the Soter aban- 
doned the psychical Messiah to himself ; and this passion, as in 
his theory it did not affect a material body, capable of suffer- 
ing, but only a psychical one, could not possibly be regarded 
by him in its full import. Yet it is certain that, with respect 
to the view of Christ’s passion, the Jewish element, in the case 
of the Valentinian Gnosis, exercised far less influence than it 
did on the Gnosis of Basilides ; the Valentinians must have 
more duly appreciated the passion and have seen its import for 
the Christian consciousness. A power for overcoming of evil, 
and for purifying nature which was beset with it, was ascribed 
to the sufferings of the psychical Christ. We have, in feet, 
already become acquainted with the ruling idea of the Valen- 
tinian system, that in order to the restoration of the harmony 
of the universe the same law must be carried into effect in 
ail the different stages of existence. The cross, as we have 
already observed, was in this system considered a symbol of 
the power that purifies every being from all foreign elements, 
and leads it not only to self-limitation within the bounds of its 
proper nature, but also to fixedness and constancy there. Now 
the crucifixion of Christ represented the activity of this 
power in the lower world. The manner in which the psychical 
Messiah was stretched on the cross, and, by that means, over 
the lower creation, and was seen taking part in the sufferings 
of humanity, is a symbol of that first redeeming act, when the 
Soter received the suffering Sophia with the Stauros, stretched 
himself over her, purified her from every foreign element, and 
brought back her dissipating existence within its proper con- 
fines. A similar effect is now brought about in the psychical 
world by this act of the psychical Christ, in which was now 
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copied that which had been previously accomplished in the 
highest region. Even in and by itself, this copying can- 
not be an idle, fruitless, and merely symbolical act ; there 
must be connected with it an influence similar, indeed, but 
adjusted to this particular stage of existence. Accordingly, 
Heracleon could say that by the cross of Christ all ejrit is 
destroyed,* and that his passion was necessary in order that 
the church, cleansed from the influences of the material spirits, 
might be converted into a house of God.} So, too, he spoke 
of a spiritual appropriation of Christ’s sufferings, by which is 
brought about a participation in the kingdom of the Divine 
life, in the marriage supper of the church.} By the words, 
“ Father, into thy hands I commit my spirit,” the psychical 
Christ commended to the care of the Heavenly Father the 
irvEVfiaTiKov mriofia , which was now forsaking him, that it 
might not be detained in the kingdom of the Demiurge, but 
rise free to the upper region ; and at the same time he com- 
mended to him all spiritual natures, who were represented by 
the one united with himself. The psychical Messiah rises to 
the Demiurge, who gives to him the sovereign power and 
government in his own name ; while the pneumatic Messiah 
ascends to the Soter, whither all the redeemed spiritual natures 
will follow him. 

The important point, the main thing in the work of 
redemption, so far as it concerns spiritual natures, is the 
redemption of which man’s nature became capable by its 
union with the Soter at the baptism in Jordan. This must be 
repeated in the case of each individual. Of the sanctifying 
effects flowing from inward communion with the Redeemer, 
Valentine speaks as follows : “ There is one good Being, 
whose free manifestation is his revelation by the Son; and 
through him alone can the heart be made pure, after every 

* ' AvnXutrS-eti xct) h$ctvl<r§ai rols xvfiivras, {f/uoro^ov g (an allusion to the 
narrative of Christ's driving the money-changers from the temple, and 
without doubt meaning here the demons, or effluxes from matter, whereby 
God’s temple in humanity had been defiled), zou war* » rtiv **»!**. Orig. 
in Joann. T. X. c. 19. 

t "iva rkv t Karewxiuxa’y, auxin kturrm mm) i(ij*o£vv fTtiXtu*, 
&Xku, »7*ov rou oretrgog r avrou. L. C. x 

X From the typical meaning of the paschal sapper. Auburn fu* ** 

vra&ag rou Imr^eg to to xotr/xy Itnjuz/vM, UB/euttoo K rb* in»**u*w rnv »» 
yapy. L. C. E. 14. 
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malign spirit has been driven out of the heart; for many 
spirits take up their abode there and do not allow it to be 
pure. Each of these is busily employed in his own work, 
while they, all in various ways, shamefully defile it by 
unseemly lusts. And it seems to me to fare with such a 
heart much as with an inn ; for the inn is worn and trodden 
to pieces, often covered with dirt, while all men indiscrimi- 
nately resort to it, having no interest in the place since it is 
none of their own. So is it with the heart : until it receives 
the heavenly grace it remains unclean, being the abode of 
many evil spirits. When, however, the Father, who alone is 
good, adopts it as his, it becomes holy and resplendent with 
light ; and accordingly, he who possesses such a heart is pro- 
nounced to be blessed, for he shall see God.” * 

The Valentinians were penetrated with a conviction that 
Christianity even on earth imparts a divine life, and therein 
also communion with heaven. This conviction is thus expressed 
in the Yalentinian form of intuition : “ As every pneumatic 
soul has its other half in the upper world of spirits (namely, 
its attendant angel), with which it is destined to be united, so 
through the Soter it receives even now the power to enter into 
this union (Syzygy) through the spiritual life.” f 

But it is self-evident that the Valentinians must have dis- 
tinguished the effects of baptism and of the redemption rela- 
tively to the two positions of the Pneumatic! and the Psychici. 
The psychical man obtains forgiveness of his sins, is released 
from the dominion of the hylic principle, and receives power 
to withstand it. The pneumatical man is, through commu- 
nion with the Soter, incorporated into the Pleroma, attains to 
a full consciousness of his nature akin to the latter, and 
exalted above the kingdom of the Demiurge, and is made able 
to develop it free from the restraints by which it was before 
shackled. lie is released from the cramping power of the 
Demiurge. 

The two classes differ also in the way by which not only 
they arrive at Christianity, but also by which they appropriate 
and apprehend it. The psychical men must be led to the 
faith by outward causes, by facts of the sensible world, by 

* Strom, lib. II. f. 409. 

t Heracleon, in Origen, T. XIII. s. 11: K */*%»&* abroZ rb* 

luvxfiiv x«< rtir Xvvrt* xa) <rtjv hix^xfn *£os to rXtffVflbx xvrZf. 
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that of a faith on grounds of historical authority. , They are 
not capable of the intuition of the truth itself. It is to 
such that Christ speaks in John iv. 48. In the case of spiritual 
men, on the other hand, faith does not come from things of 
sense : in virtue of their godlike nature they are seized imme- 
diately by the intrinsic might of the truth itself, feel them- 
selves at once drawn to that which is in affinity with their 
essence, I and in virtue of this spiritual contact with the 
truth their faith is superior to all doubt.J Their worship, 
grounded in the knowledge of the truth, is the true “ reason- 
able service of God” 

As the origin of the Christian life is here different, so there 
is a difference also in its several positions ; and hence arises 
the distinction of a psychical and a pneumatical Christianity. 
By the one the psychical Christ only is recognised ; the other 
rises to the divine Soter within him. In the one men rest 
satisfied with historical Christianity ; in the other they grasp 
it in its connection and coherence with the whole theogonical 
and cosmogonical process. While by the first class Christ is 
acknowledged as a divine teacher only on account of the 
miraculous works by which he was accredited, and what he 
revealed is received on his authority ; by the second, on the 
other hand, the necessity of the facts of Christianity — the 
necessity grounded in the very process — is understood ; and 
on that very basis reposes a conviction raised above all doubt. 
It was to the psychical class that St. Paul said that he knew 
nothing, and could preach nothing to them, save Christ 
crucified ; § that he could not announce to them that wisdom 
of the perfect which is hidden even from the Demiurge and 
his angels. According to these different positions in the 
Christian life, Christ is presented in different ways to the 
consciousness ; just, indeed, as the angels, by reason of their 
different natures, have not all an equal vision of the counte- 

* A/ tgyuv (pumv Ixovrtf xct) aitr^riaiuf <rilSi<r$a/ f mb) ov%\ Xoyy nr- 
rtvuv. Orig. in Joann, T. XIII. s. 59. 

f Heracleon, in Orig. 1. c. c. 20, the ^ixrtxh £«« iii&trtf' 

X 'H d.'Ha.Kpiras xct) xctraWnkes r» (pvtru avrns Tttrvtf, L. C. S. 10. 

§ Didascal. Anatol. of a twofold mode of preaching by St. Paul. 
In reference to the psychical men : rov turfy* * * § yivtire » **) **• 

Snrh. 
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nance ©f the Father.* The acknowledgment of a necessary 
difference in the mode of contemplating Christ's person and 
work, grounded on the different degrees of religious develop- 
ment, is a fundamental truth of the Valentinian doctrine. 

Those spiritual men are the salt, the soul of the outward 
church — those by whom Christianity is propagated as the 
principle that is to mould and renovate humanity.f By them 
is the way prepared for the purification of the whole terrestrial 
world, and for the final destruction of all that is material and 
evil; which will follow as soon as matter shall have been 
deprived of all those germs of life which it has seized on, and 
when, being purified, these shall have attained to a development 
agreeable to their essence. It was necessary, therefore, that the 
divine life should be merged in the world of death, in order that 
the latter might be overcome. Valentine thus addresses the 
spiritual men : “ Ye are, from the beginning, immortal, and 
children of eternal life, and ye were willing to apportion 
death among you, that you might swallow up and destroy it, 
and that in you and through you death might die. For if 
ye dissolve the world (prepare the way for the dissolution of 
the material world) but are not yourselves dissolved, ye are 
masters and lords over the creation, and over all that is 
perishable.” { 

Though the Christian principle appears, in this Valentinian 
line of thought, corrupted by a certain theosophical pride and 
an element of Oriental austerity, still there gleams through 
these words a profound consciousness of what Christ intended 
when He called those who really possessed His word and 
spirit the salt of the earth : we recognise in it a sense of the 
high vocation and mission to the whole world of those who 
truly displayed the image of Christ and realised the idea of 
Christianity, who were to be scattered abroad in the midst 
of an impure world, and connected with it by numberless 

* L. C. : tttarrog u top xvgiop, xett obx vrdprsg to 

tou rxrgof otZtnp o! xyyiXcu 

f See the proof directly, where we speak of Haracleon. 

% ’Air’ dSttpetro/ irn **/ riKta aluptag’ mo) top Sdpetrop viSlXirt 

tig teturovg, 7w* SatratPXtrm xurov xa'i a.paXutrt\ <r*, xat aroSapi j o 
Sdtxrcg it iifjup xou V vuiv. "Orav ya» top fx\v xorpop Xwjti, vpug It p* 
««raXirttr&*> xv**tvtTt <r«j *v Ln*g xat rng <p§o(it *vurr,g. Strom. 1. IV, 
f. 509, B. 
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gradations, in order to prepare the way for its gradual 
purification. 

As soon, then, as the end for which these spiritual men 
were to prepare shall be attained, the whole material world 
being dissolved, the Soter will be united in one “ syzygia” 
with the Sophia, and under him the matured spiritual natures, 
pairing with their respective angels, will enter into the 
Pleroma ; while, under the Demiurge, the psychical minds 
will occupy the last grade of the spiritual world ; * for they, 
too, are to receive the measure of felicity answering to their 
peculiar nature. The Demiurge rejoices at the appearance of 
the Soter, through whom a higher world, to which he was 
before a stranger, has been revealed to him, and by whose 
means, moreover, he himself, relieved from his toilsome 
labours, will be enabled to enter into rest and enjoy a reflec- 
tion of the glory of the Pleroma. He is the friend of the 
bridegroom (the Soter), who standeth and heareth him, and 
rejoiceth greatly because of the bridegroom’s voice — rejoiceth 
at the consummation of the espousals, f It was as a represen- 
tative of the Demiurge that the Baptist spake these words — 
John iii. 29. 

Distinguished Members of the Valentinian School. 

In the Valentinian school Heracleon was distinguished for 
the cool, scientific, reflective character of his mind. He wrote 
a commentary on the Gospel of St. John, of which fconsiderable 
fragments have been preserved by Origen ; J perhaps also a 
commentary on the Gospel according to Luke. Of the latter 
only a single fragment, the exposition of Luke xii. 8, has 
been preserved by Clement of Alexandria. § It may easily 
be conceived that the spiritual depth and profundity of 
St. John must have especially attracted the Gnostics. To 
the exposition of this gospel Heracleon brought a profound 
religious sensibility, which penetrated to the inward meaning, 
together with an understanding invariably clear when not lei 

* The ro#o( fittrornrog. 

f f The union of the Soter with the Sophia, of the angels with the spi- 
ritual natures in the Pleroma. 

% In his Tomi8 on John, in which he frequently has reference to the 
expositions of Heracleon, § Strom. 1. IV. f. 503. 
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astray by theosophical speculation. What he was chiefly 
deficient in was an appreciation of the simplicity of St. John, 
and an earnest application to the necessary means for evolving 
the spirit out of the letter — a deficiency among the Gnostics 
generally which we have already remarked upon. Heracleon, 
indeed, so far as we can see, believed honestly that he had 
derived his theology from St. John. But his judgment was 
entirely . warped by his system, and with all his habits of 
thought and contemplation he was so carried away by it that 
he could not move freely, and, in spite of himself, introduced 
its views and its ideas in the Scriptures, which he regarded 
as the fountain of divine wisdom. 

As a proof of this assertion, let us consider Heracleon’s inter- 
pretation of tliat noble passage which contains our blessed 
Saviour’s conversation with the woman of Samaria. With the 
simple facts of the history Heracleon could not rest content ; 
he was not satisfied with a calm psychological Contemplation 
of the Samaritan woman in her relation to the Saviour. He 
saw immediately in the woman, who was attracted by the 
words and appearance of Christ, the type of all spiritual na- 
tures that are attracted by the godlike, and to his mind the 
history represented immediately the whole relation of the tvviv 
unriKoi to the Soter and to the higher, spiritual world. For 
him therefore the words of the Samaritan woman have a double 
sense — that of which she was herself conscious, and that which, 
as the representative of the whole class of the tf vevjxarifco/, 
she expressed unconsciously ; and in the same way the words 
of the Saviour must be taken in a two-fold sense, a higher 
and a lower. He seized, it is true, the fundamental idea con 
veyed by the Saviour’s language, but he allowed himself to 
be drawn away from the principal point by seeing too much 
in the several incidents of the story. “ The water which our 
Saviour gives,” says he, “ is from his Spirit and his power. 
His grace and his gifts are something that never can be taken 
away, never can be exhausted, never can pass from those who 
have received a portion of them. They that have received 
what is richly bestowed on them from above communicate 
again of the overflowing fulness which they enjoy, to the 
everlasting life of others also.” But now, from the truth that 
Christ intended the water which he would give to be un- 
derstood in a symbolical sense, he goes on to make the wrong 
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inference that the water of Jacob’s well must be understood 
in the same way. It was a symbol of Judaism inadequate to 
the wants of the spiriual nature — an image of its perishable, 
earthly glory. The words of the woman, “Give me this 
water, that I thirst not, neither come lather to draw,” express, 
according to him, the burthensome character of Judaism, ^ the 
difficulty of finding in it any nourishment for the spiritual life, 
and its inadequacy when found.* * * § When our Lord afterwards 
bids the woman call her husband, the latter is the symbol of her 
other half in the spiritual world, the angel belonging to her 
and the command indicates that, coming with him to the Saviour, 
she is to receive power from Him to become united and blended 
with this her destined companion. And the reason given for 
this arbitrary interpretation is, that “ Christ could not have 
spoken of her earthly husband, since he was aware that she 
had no lawful one. In the spiritual sense, J the woman knew 
not her husband § — she knew nothing of the angel belonging 
to her ; in the literal sense, she was ashamed to confess that 
she was living in an unlawful connection.” The water being 
the symbol of the divine life communicated by the Saviour, 
Heracleon went on to infer that the water-pot was the symbol of 
a recipient spirit for this divine life on the part of the woman . 
She left her water-pot behind with him ; that is, having 
now a vessel of this kind with the Saviour, in which she 
had just received the living water, she returned into the 
world to announce to the psychical natures the coming of 
Christ. || 

In many of his interpretations, in which he distinguishes 
himself by his healthy feeling for the simple and for the 
profound in simplicity, he is too simple for the artificial 
Origen, who finds fault with him for adhering to the letter, 

* To 'vxlfAox^ov *al 'hutoropvrov xett oirooQov ixitvov rev tfiarof. 

i To -rXvgwpa See above, 

it Kara ro voovutvov. 

§ Kara ro aor'Aovv. 

ij We must do Heracleon the justice of acknowledging that here, as 
in many other places, Origen wrongly accuses him of contradicting him- 
self, — for how, says Origen, could the Samaritan woman announce 
Christ to others, when she had left behind, with him from whom she had 
parted, the recipient organ of divine life? But Heracleon was perfectly 
consistent here: in applying the allegory, the notion of “ leaving be- 
hind,” in any special reference, did not, in fact, enter his mind. 

VOL. H. H 
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mi mi penetrating mare deeply into the spiritual sense.* * * § 
ExpUniag the words of Christ in John iv. 34, he says, 
“ The Lord here calls it his meat to do the will of Ids Father ; 
fbr this was to him his nourishment, his refreshment and 
strength, and his power. But by his Father’s will he meant 
that men should come to the knowledge of his Father and be 
fclessed. And accordingly this discourse with the Samaritan 
woman was part of this meat of the Son.” f On John iv. 35, 
he says, ** Christ here speaks of the material harvest, which 
was yet four months distant ; while on the other hand the har- 
vest on which he discourses was already present as respected 
the souls of the faithful.” J 

As the Gnostics excepted against the Jewish element in the 
^doctrine of faith and morals, they uniformly insisted on the 
principle that everything spiritual must proceed from the inner 
life and temper, and opposed the tendency to detach good 
works from this connection, and to attribute to them a value of 
their own. This reaction of the Christian spirit evinced itself 
among the Gnostics, in a protest against the exaggerated 
estimate ©f the opus operatum of martyrdom, which, as we 
have seen, tended to promote a deifying of man among the 
multitude, and spiritual pride and false security among the 
martyrs and confessors. We formerly remarked that Basi- 
lides opposed himself to this excessive veneration of the 
martyrs, but, on the other hand, under the influence of the 
false premises of his system, sought to depreciate martyrdom. 
But the way in which Iieracleon attacked the wrong notions 
on this point had no connection whatever w ith such errors. 
His only concern was to show that the witnessing to Christ 
ought not to be isolated , as a mere outward act, but to be re- 
gained in its connection and agreement with the entire course 
* of the Christian life. “ The multitude,” says he, § “ look upon 
confession before the civil powers as the only one ; but without 
reason. This confession hypocrites also may make. This is 


* ’E«ri rnt »« u>n m itfttwf *ur*iv imytrSat. Oris?, in Joann. 

T. XUI. s. 41. 

f It is deserving of notiee that Origen censures Heracleon on ac- 
count Of this Sound exposition: 'Ocri; <r*<p*s 'o fir Sat xat 

rmwtttit HuXitySm mmi (kjbarfiwt, L. c. s. 38. 

$ L. c. s. 41. , 

§ In the fragment above cited of his commentary on Luke. 
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but one particular form of confession — it is not that universal 
confession to be made by all Christians, and of which Christ Ib 
here (Luke xii. 8) speaking— the confession by works and 
actions that correspond to the faith in Him. This universal 
confession will be followed by that special one also in the 
hour of trial, and when reason requires it It is possible for 
those who so confess Him in words, to deny Him by works. 
They only confess Him in truth, who live confessing Him, in 
whom also He Himself confesses Himself — having received 
them to Himself as they have received Him to* themselves,* 
For this reason He can never deny Himself” t 

Ptolemceus is also deserving of mention, who, if we may 
judge from the work of Irenseus (which was aimed chiefly 
against his party), contributed greatly to the diffusion of Va- 
lentinian principles. It may be questioned whether Tertullian 
is correct in saying that Ptolemseus differed from Valentine 
principally in his representation of the JEons ; that, whereas 
the latter regarded them as powers residing in the divine 
essence, J the former rather viewed them under the form of 
hypostases. At least it may be doubted whether this was a 
distinction of much importance ; for the representation^ which 
the Gnostics framed of the JEons were invariably very far 
removed from abstract notional attributes, and bordered 
closely on hypostasical existences. 

A very important production of Ptolemy’s, which is still 
extant — his letter to Flora, a lady whom he endeavoured to 
convert to the Valentin ian doctrine §— shows that he was well 
qualified to present his views to others in an attractive form. 
As the Christian lady to whom he wrote belonged in all pro- 
bability to the Catholic Church, it was particularly necessary 
for him to remove the offence she was likely to take at the op- 
position between his views and the doctrine of the Churchy and 
at the position that neither the Old Testament nor the crea- 
tion of the world proceeded from the Supreme God . To meet 


* ’EvtjXtytyciittf abrovs *et) net inro rovron* 

t Which must happen if those who are thus connected with him could 
be brought to deny him. 

t Nominibus et numeris ffionum distinctis in personates substantial 
£uaa Valentinus iu ipsa summa divinitatis, ut sensus et adfectus et motus 
wcluserat Adv. Vajentinian, c. 4. 

} Epiphan. haeres. 33, s. 3. 

II 2 
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the first difficulty, he appeals to an apostolic tradition, which, 
by succession, had come down to himself, and to the words of 
the Saviour , according to whom all doctrine should be settled. 
By the tradition he meant probably an esoteric one, which, 
being himself deceived , he traced to some reputed disciple 
of the apostles; and as regards the words of Christ, he 
could easily adapt them to his system by the Gnostic mode of 
interpretation. As to the second difficulty, we may well sup- 
pose that he exhibited his principles in the mildest possible form, 
in order to gain admittance for them with one who was not as 
yet among the initiated. But still we find nothing in his posi- 
tion which is at variance with the Valentinian principles. He 
combats two opposite errors — the error of those who held 
the creation of the world and the Old Testament to be the 
works of an evil being, and that of those who considered them 
as the works of the Supreme God. The latter of these 
parties erred, in his opinion, because they knew the Demiurge 
alone, and not the Father of All, whom Christ, who alone 
knew him, first revealed to them ; the other, because they 
knew nothing of such an intermediate being as the Demiurge. 
Ptolemy probably would say, then, that the first error was 
entertained by those who in Christianity continued still to be 
Jews; the second, by those who had passed at once, without 
any medium of transition, from heathenism, with its worship 
of matter and Satan, to the knowledge of the Supreme God in 
the gospel ; and who, because they had themselves made at 
once this immense leap in knowledge and religion, supposed 
there was also a like chasm in the nature of things. “ How 
can a law,” he asks, “ that forbids sin proceed from the evil 
being who is opposed to all moral goodness ? ” and lie says, 
“ the man must be blind, not only in the mind's eye, but 
also in that of the body, who cannot discern in the world the 
providence of its maker.” 

Firmly persuaded that the world could not have taken its 
origin from an evil being, he was also strongly convinced that 
its author could not be the perfect God whom the Saviour 
was first enabled to reveal. His essence is pure goodness : 
Christ, indeed, called him the being who alone is good. It 
would also seem that Ptolemy considered retributive justice to 
be irreconcilable with this perfect goodness. On the other 
hand, he represented justice, in the more limited sense, to be 
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the peculiar attribute of the Demiurge, as marking a stage in- 
termediate between evil and perfect goodness. He distin- 
guished justice in this sense from justice in the highest sense, 
which coincides with perfect goodness.* That which is inter- 
mediatef he considered as the essence of the Demiurge and* his 
kingdom. He professes adherence to the doctrine of one 
primal Essence, the One Father who is without beginning, 
from whom all that exists proceeds, and on whom it depends — 
a being who would in time show himself greater and mightier 
than the evil principle. He writes to Flora that she ought not 
to be uneasy even though it should appear strange to her that, 
from a perfect primal essence, two natures should proceed, so 
alien to it as the perishable essence J and the Demiurge, 
which occupies the intermediate position, notwithstanding that 
the good, from its very essence, necessarily produces only what 
is like itself ; u for," he adds, “ you shall come to know the 
beginning and origin of this also in its proper time." If, 
in all this, Ptolemy was not accommodating his teaching, for 
the occasion, to the principles of the church, or representing 
it in a mild form, with a view of gradually leading his pupil 
still farther, we should have to reckon him among the Gnostics 
before described, who ultimately reduced Dualism to an ori- 
ginal Monism ; for, according to this view, he must have 
laboured to show not only that the realm of the Demiurge, 
as a subordinate stage of existence in the general development 
of life, but also must ultimately have taught that the very v\tj 
arose, either as the extreme limit of all, or as an antithesis 
necessary to appear once and to be overcome. § 

Agreeing entirely with the Yalentinian notion of inspira- 
tion, according to which all is not regarded as alike divine, 
but a cooperation of different agents is supposed in the pro- 

* The proof is in what Ptolemscus says concerning the Demiurge : 

rvt xat avrov 'itxatioffvvns fipxfitvrrif, xee) icrvcti 
fi\* Kterabufripof rev rtXtiev &tov xeu rtif ixtiveu iixetioirvvtif ’iXxttojv eSres 
i S.o'f. 

t The fiiravy answering to the reeres pirorvros in Valentine's system. 

J The pS oget, the lix*). 

§ Perhaps Secundus also belonged to the party who supposed evil to 
be a necessary momentum in the process of development, if he dis- 
tinguished in the first Ogdoad a rlvext h&d and a rir^as 
calling the first light, and the second darkness. Vid. Iren. lib. I. c. 11, 
8 . 2 . 



102 


THE VALENTINIAN SCHOOL. 


duction of the Old Testament, Ptolemy distinguished several 
elements in it. He divided the religious polity of Moses into 
three parte: — 1. That which proceeded . from the Demiurge; 
2, That which Moses ordained under the dictates of his own 
independent reason ; 3. The additions made to the Mosaic 
law by the elders.* The Saviour, as he maintained, plainly 
distinguished the law of Moses from the law of God (of the 
Demiurge), Matth. xix. 6, &c. Yet afterwards he excuses 
Moses, and endeavours to show that the contradiction between 
him and the Demiurge is only apparent; that he merely 
yielded through constraint to the weakness of the people, in 
order to avoid a still greater evil. What came from the 
Demiurge he divides again into three parts : — 1. The purely 
moral portion of the law, unmixed with any evil, which was 
called distinctively the law, and in reference to which our 
Saviour says that he came not to destroy the law but to fulfil ; 
for as it contained nothing foreign from Christ’s nature, it 
only required completion. For example, the precepts Thou 
shalt not kill, Thou shalt not commit adultery, were completed 
in the precepts which forbid anger and impure desires. 2. 
The law, corrupted by an evil intermixture, as, for example, 
that which permitted retaliation; Levit. xxiv. 20; xx. 9. 
“ Even he,” Ptolemy says, “ who retaliates wrong for wrong, is 
none the less guilty of injustice, since he repeats the same 
action, the order only being reversed.” Yet here, as in the 
case of Moses, he recognised a psedagogical element. “ This 
command,” says he, “ was, and perhaps still continues to be, a 
just one, given not without overstepping the pure law in oon- 
sideration of the weakness of those who were to receive the 
law. It is alien, however, from the essence and from the 
goodness of the Universal Father ; though perhaps agreeable 
to the nature of the Demiurge, j* but more probably extorted 
even from him. For he who forbids to kill in one place, and 
commands it in another, has allowed himself unawares to be 

* Ptolemy assumes that the Pentateuch did not come from Moses. 
He supposed, probably, with the Clementines, that when the law was 
written down from oral tradition many inconsistent additions were 
mixed up with it by the elders. 

f I have translated according to a correction of the text (1. c. c. 3.) 
which seemed to me necessary : "<t* ( r»6r* xarakknko*. The • need 
only be altered to ». 
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surprised by a sort of necessity” The Deaniage, he used to 
say, was not wanting in the will, but in the power, to vancgmsh 
evil. This part of the law, as cm dieting ifeth the essence of 
the Supreme God, is now wholly abolished by the Saviour. 
It is plain that Ptolemy must have looked upon the esec&tioa 
of the murderer as only a second murder. The state generally, 
according to his doctrine, which represents retributive justice 
as altogether irreconcilable with the nature of the Supreme God, 
can belong only to the kingdom of the Demiurge. And it 
follows that those who have separated themaelvee from the 
kingdom of the Demiurge, the genuine Gnostic Christians, 
must decline all offices of civil trust. We here again trace a~ 
defect in the ethical system of these Gnostics, having its- 
ground in their speculative theology. Because, according 
to the latter, the former could never become the animating 
principle of a state, therefore the possibility was denied to 
it of ever becoming a form of manifestation for the kingdom of* 
God. No doubt there was at the bottom of tins position the 
true principle that civil laws and civil constitutions cannot 
be derived immediately from the essence of Christianity. 

The third element of the Demiurge’s law was the typical, 
ceremonial law, which contained the figure of higher, spiritual 
tilings ; the laws, e. g., concerning sacrifices, circumcision, the 
sabbath, the passover, and fasts. “ All that was merely type 
and symbol is changed as soon as the truth has appeared. 
The visible and outward observance was abolished; it has- 
passed into a spiritual service, in which, however, the names 
are the same, while the things are altered. For even the 
Saviour commands that we also should bring our offerings ; 
not offerings, however, of brute beasts or of burning incense, 
but the spiritual sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving to God — 
of doing good and communicating to our neighbours. It is his 
will also that we be circumcised— not however with the out- 
ward bodily rite, but with the spiritual circumcision of the 
heart. He wills, moreover, that we should keep the sabbath, 
for he would have us rest from doing evil ; also that we 
should fast, — not however with bodily abstinence, but with 
spiritual, which consists in abstaining from all sin. And yet 
the practice of outward fasting is observed even by us ; for 
even this may be profitable to the soul, if rationally performed, 
— not from imitation of any one, not from custom, not from 
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regard to the day, as if one day were particularly designed for it 
— 4>ut to remind us of the true fast, that those who as yet are 
unable to keep the latter may nevertheless by the outward 
lasting be led to keep it in view.” Ptolemy was thoroughly 
persuaded of the loftiness of the true Christian position, as 
superior to all the constraints of time and place. In the order 
of set fasts, and doubtless also feast-days, he saw something 
Jewish. 

Among the so-called disciples of Valentine, Marcus and 
JBardesanes were distinguished. We say so-called; for it 
would be more correct perhaps to say that both drew from 
the same Common fountain with Valentine — Syria, the native 
country of Gnosticism. Marcus , who lived in the latter half 
of the second century, came probably from Palestine, as we 
may gather from his frequent use of forms from the Aramaean 
liturgy. If in the theosophy of Heracleon and Ptolemy the 
scientific tendency of the Alexandrian school predominated, 
in that of Marcus, on the other hand, the tendency was to the 
poetical and symbolical. He set forth his system in a poem, 
in which he introduced the divine JEons discoursing in litur- 
gical forms, and with gorgeous symbols of worship (we shall 
presently adduce some examples of the latter). After the 
fashion of the Jewish Cabbala, he discovered special mysteries 
in the numbers and position of letters. The idea of a Xbyoc 
rov ovtoq , of a word manifesting the hidden divine essence in. 
the creation, was spun out by him into the most subtle details 
— the entire creation being, in his view, a continuous utterance 
of the ineffable.* The way in which the germs of divine 
life,f which lie shut up in the JEons, continually unfold and 
individualize themselves more and more, is represented as a 
spontaneous analysis of the several name s of the Ineffable into 
their several sounds. An echo of the Pleroma falls down 
into the vAiy, and becomes the forming principle of a new, 
but lower creation. J 

* Tfc iitynrfo faro* yiw&i imm. f The « mv^arntx. 

% In general it is a peculiar Gnostic idea that the hidden godlike has 
various utterances which descend to an echo , and finally to a cessation of 
all sound ; and that again the echo increases to a clear tone , to a distinct 
word, for the revelation of the divine, &c. — ideas which they could apply 
in a great variety of shapes. Thus Heracleon says, The Saviour is the 
word* as the revealer of the godlike ; all prophecy which foretold his 
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Bardesanes (the second of the two mentioned above) can 
only with still less propriety be considered a disciple of Valen- 
tine : he lived in Edessa of Mesopotamia. This is indicated 
by his name Bar-Desanes, son of Daisan, from a river so called 
near the city of Edessa. He was very famous for his exten- 
sive learning. Many of the older writers speak of ^altera- 
tions in the system of Bardesanes. According to Eusebius, 
he was at first a follower of Valentine, but, having convinced 
himself by careful examination that many of his doctrines 
were untenable, he came over to the orthodox church ; but 
still he retained many of his earlier tenets, and so became the 
founder of a particular sect. According to Epiphanius, he 
passed from the orthodox church to the Valentinians. But 
of all these changes not a word is said by Ephraim Syrus, the 
learned writer of the fourth century, who lived in the country 
of Bardesanes, wrote in his language, and had read his works ; 
and the origin of these false reports admits of being easily 
explained. Bardesanes, like other Gnostics, when he spoke 
publicly in the church, may have been in the habit of accom- 
modating himself to the prevailing opinions ; he probably let 
himself down, in this way, to the level of the psychical natures. 
In many points he did, far more than other Gnostics, really 
agree with the orthodox doctrine. He could even write, 
from honest conviction, against many other Gnostic sects then 
spreading themselves in Syria ; as, for instance, against those 
that denied any connection between the Old and New Testa-’ 
ments ; that derived the visible world from an evil being ; 
that taught a doctrine of fatality destructive of moral freedom. 


coming, without being distinctly conscious of the idea of the Messiah in 
its spiritual sense, was only an isolated tone that preceded the revealing 
word; John the Baptist, standing midway between the Old and New 
Testament economy, is the voice, which is already closely related to the 
word that expresses the thought with consciousness. The voice becomes 
wordy by John’s becoming a disciple of Christ ; the tone becomes voice , 
when the prophets of the Demiurge, together with himself, attain to the 
conscious recognition of the higher order of the world which the Mes- 
siah revealed, and thenceforth serve this higher system with self-con- 
scious freedom. Orig. T. VI. in Joann. 8. 12. 'O \iyts /av l rvry imv, 

*1 in <rtj •raff a, ir^oQtirixh retfyf, rbv <pe*\ w olxuort^av oZe-ttv 

}Jyq Xoyov ytvtrSai. T* VrtrSni rbv i<f fiirafroXb*, ftetSnrto 

fcb Zthov; rfj /ubtrafiecXXturti tig Xeyot n (it should perhaps read 
'IwXtv 21 <rij tig (pMM. 
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Ill truth, the Gnostic Ptolemy had also written against such 
sectarians, without prejudice to his Gnosticism. 

In perfect conformity with the Yalentinian system, Barde- 
ssnes recognised in man’s nature something altogether supe- 
rior to the whole world in which man’s consciousness in time 
is unfolded — something above its own comprehension — the 
human soul — a seed sown from the Pleroma. Its essenee 
therefore, and its powers, which proceeded from this lofty 
region, remain hidden to itself, until it shall attain to the full 
consciousness and to the full exercise of them in the Pleroma.* 
According to the Gnostic system , however, this properly could 
be true only in respect to the spiritual natures ; but to the 
psychical also he must, according to that system, attribute a 
moral freedom superior to the constraint of natural influences,, 
or to that of the Hyle . Hence, though, like many of this 
Gnostical tendency, he busied himself with astrology, he yet 
combated the doctrine that the stars exercised any such in- 
fluence (tlfiapfiivrj) as determined with necessity the life and 
actions of men. Eusebius, in that great literary treasure — the 
irpoTrapafficevrj evayyeAucrj, has preserved a considerable frag- 
ment of this remarkable production. In it Bardesanes, among 
other proofs that the stars do not possess any irresistible influ- 
ence on the character of nations, adduces the fact of the mul- 
titude of Christians scattered through so many different coun- 
tries, t “ Wherever they are,” says he of the Christians, 
M they are neither conquered by bad laws and customs, nor 
constrained by the dominant constellations that presided over 
their birth, to practise the sin which their Master has forbidden. 
To sickness, however, to poverty, to suffering, to that which is 
accounted shameful among men, they are subject. • For as our 
free man does not allow himself to be forced into servitude, but, 
if forced, resists ; so on the other hand our phenomenal man, 
as a man for service, cannot easily escape subjection. For 
if we had all power, we should be the All ; and so, if we had 
no power, we should be the tools of others and not our own. 
Bat if God helps, all things are possible, and nothing can be 
a hindrance, for nothing can resist His will. And though it 
may seem to be resisted, yet this is so because God is good , 

* Vid. Ephrcm. Syr. ©pp. Syr. lat T. H. f. 553 et 555. 

t See VoJ. I. p. 1 10.— Prsepar. evangel. L VI. ©. 10, near the end* 
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and allows every nature to preserve its ottm individuality and 
its own free will S* In conformity with Ms system, be sought 
for traces of truth among people Of every nation ; thus, in 
India he noticed a class of sages who lived in habits of rigid 
asceticism (the Brahmins, Saniahs), and, although in the 
midst of idolaters, kept themselves pure from idolatry and 
worshipped only one God. 

We shall now pass to the consideration of those Gnostics 
who were opposed to Judaism ; and in the first place to those 
who, in their aim to sever Christianity from its connection 
with Judaism, were inclined to bring Christianity into union 
with heathenism. 

The Gnostic Sects in conflict with Judaism . 

The Sects which, in opposing Judaism , inclined to the side cf the Pagan, Element, 

The Ophites. 

The Ophites will form the most natural transition to this class 
of the Gnostics ; for we are here shown how the same ideas, by 
a slightly different turn, could lead to wholly different Results. 

In the system of this sect, as in that of the Valenti mans, 
there predominated the idea of a mundane soul, — a feeble ray 
of light out of the Pleroma, which, plunging into matter, 
communicated life to the inert mass, and was itself, how- 
ever, not unaffected by it. The doctrine of a mundane soul, 
the source of all spiritual life, which attracts to itself whatever 
has emanated from it — the pantheistic principle of which a 
germ existed even in the Valentinian system — becomes promi- 
nent in the system of the Ophites, while the properly Christian 
element retreats into the background. Different modifications^ 
however, in this respect, seem to have existed in different 
branches of the Ophitic sect. The same fundamental prin- 
ciples might in the same period be seized and applied in 
different ways, according as the Christian , or the purely 
Oriental and theosophical, or the Jewish element ', most pre- 
dominated. The Ophitic system represented the origin of the 
Demiurge (which it named Ialdabaoth) in the very same way 
as the Valentinian ; moreover, in the doctrine of his relation 
to the higher system of the world, it is easy to mark the tran- 
sition-point between the two systems. The Valentroian De- 
miurge is a limited being, who in his limitation imagines he 
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acts with independence ; the higher system of the world is 
originally strange to him ; he serves it as its unconscious in- 
strument. By the phenomena, or appearances which come from 
that higher world, he is at first bewildered and thrown into 
amazement ; this, however, is the fault not of his malignity, 
but of his ignorance. Finally, however, he is attracted by 
the godlike, rises from his unconsciousness to consciousness, 
and thenceforward ministers to the higher order of the world 
with joy. According to the Ophitic system, on the other 
hand, he is not only a limited being, but altogether hostile to 
the higher order of the world, and remains so for ever. The 
higher light which he is possessed of in virtue of his derivation 
from the Sophia he only misemploys by revolting against the 
superior order of the universe, and by seeking to render him- 
self an independent sovereign. Hence it is the purpose of the 
Sophia to deprive him of the spiritual nature that has flowed 
to him, and to draw it back to itself, that so Ialdabaoth, with 
his entire creation being stripped of all rational entity, may go 
to ruin. According to the Valentinian system, on the contrary, 
the Demiurge constitutes through eternity a grade of rational, 
moral existence, of subordinate rank indeed, but still belong- 
ing to the liarmonious evolution of the great whole. Yet here 
again we trace an affinity of ideas, since the Ophites represent 
the Demiurge as unconsciously and involuntarily subservient 
to Wisdom, and accomplishing its plans, and ultimately bring- 
ing about his own downfall and annihilation. But if Ialda- 
baoth, without willing or knowing it, is an instrument to the 
purposes of divine wisdom, this, however, gives him no distinc- 
tion in the Ophitic, as it did in the Valentinian system. He 
is even put on a level with absolute evil ; for this subservience 
does not proceed from the excellence of his nature, but from the 
almighty power of the higher order of things. Even the evil 
spirit — the serpent-spirit (o^to'/iop^oc) — that took its existence 
from Ialdabaoth, full of hatred and jealousy towards man, 
looking down into the v\rj and imaging himself on its surface, — 
even he must, though against his will, serve as an instrument 
in promoting the purposes of wisdom. Moreover, the doctrine 
of the Ophites concerning the origin and destination of man 
has many points of resemblance with the Valentinian theory ; 
but much also which belongs to quite another branch of ,the 
Gnostic heresy. 
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The empire of Ialdabaoth is the starry world. The stars 
are the representatives and organs of the cosmical principle, 
which seeks to hold man’s sprit in bondage and servitude, and 
to surround it with all manner of delusions. Ialdabaoth and 
the six angels begotten by him are the spirits of the* seven 
planets, the Sun, the Moon, Mars, Venus, Jupiter, Mercury, 
and Saturn.* It is the constant endeavour of Ialdabaoth to 
maintain his independence as Lord and Creator, to keep his 
six angels from throwing off their subjection, and to prevent 
looking up and observing the higher world of light, by fixing 
their attention upon some object in another quarter. With 
this view he urges the six angels to create man, after their own 
common image, as the crowning seal of their independent, 
creative power, f Man is created ; and being simply in their 
image, is nothing but a huge corporeal mass without a soul. He 
creeps on the earth, and has not power to lift himself erect. 
They therefore bring the helpless creature to their Father, 
that he may animate it with a soul. Ialdabaoth breathed into 
it a living spirit,:}; and thus, unperceived by himself, the 
spiritual seed passed from his own being into the nature of 
man, whereby he was himself deprived of this higher principle 
of life. Tlii3 had the Sophia ordained. In man (i. e. those 
men who had received some portion of this spiritual seed) was 
concentrated the light, the soul, the reason of the whole crea- 
tion. Ialdabaoth is now seized with amazement and rage, 
when he beholds a being created by himself, and within the 
bounds of his own kingdom, rising both above himself and his- 
kingdom. His object, therefore, is to prevent man from be- 
coming conscious of his higher nature, and of that higher order 
of things to which through the former he has become related 
— to keep him in a state of blind unconsciousness, and thus of 
slavish submission. It was this jealousy of the mean and 
narrow Ialdabaoth that led to a commandment being given 
to the first man ; but the mundane soul employed the ser- 
pent-spirit (the l)<f)i6fiop<poc) to defeat the purpose of Ialda- 
baoth, by tempting the first man to disobedience. According 
to another view, the serpent was itself a symbol or disguise of 

* There is much also in the religious books of the Sabians on the 
manner in vhich these star-spirits deceive men. 

f Thus they explained Gen. i. 26. 

X They supposed they found this in Genesis ii. 7. 
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the mundane soul ;* and, strictly speaking', it is only that 
pat of the sect which adopted this view that rightly received 
the name of Ophites, for they actually worshipped the serpent 
as a holy symbol. And to this they may have been led by an 
analogous idea in the Egyptian religion ; according to which 
the serpent is looked upon as a symbol of Kneph or the hyaBo- 
fadfuav, who resembled the aotyLa of the Ophites.*)’ At all 
events, it was the mundane soul that directly or indirectly 
opened the eyes of the first man. The fall of man — and this 
presents a characteristic feature of the Ophitic system, though 
even in this respect it was perhaps not altogether independent 
of the prior Valentinian theory — was the transition point from 
a state of unconscious limitation to one of conscious freedom. 
Man, now become wise, renounces the allegiance of Ialda- 
baoth, who, in anger at his disobedience, banishes him from 
the upper region of the air, where until now he had dwelt 
in an ethereal body, to the dark earth, and drives him into 
a dark body. Man now finds himself in a situation where, on 
the one hand, the seven planetary spirits seek to hold him in 
thrall, and to suppress the higher consciousness in his soul ; 
while, on the other hand, the wicked and purely material 
spirits tempt him into sin and idolatry, which would expose 
him to the vengeance of the severe Ialdabaoth. But the 
ii Wisdom,” or Sophia, continually imparts new strength to 
man’s kindred nature by fresh supplies of the higher spiritual 
influence ; and from Seth, whom the Gnostics generally re- 
garded as a representative of the 7 rvevpariKol — the contempla- 
tive natures — it is able to preserve, through every age, a race 
peculiarly its own, in which the seeds of the spiritual nature 
are saved from destruction. 

In respect to the relation of the psychical Christ , or Jesus, 
to the Christ of the JEon world , which latter united himself 
to the former at the baptism, the Ophites taught similarly to 
Basilides and the Valentinians. All that was peculiar to the 

* The serpent, a type of the : the winding shape of the 

entrails presents the form of a serpent, — a symbol of that wisdom of 
nature, that soul of the world, which winds in concealment through all 
the different grades and orders of natural life. Theodoret. hmret. fab. 
vol. I. 14. We perceive the pantheistic principle here shining forth 
more distinctly. 

f Comp. Creutzer’s Symbolik. Th. I. S. 312, u. 504. 2te Aufl. 
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former was the doctrine that the higher Christ, in descending 
through the seven heavens of the seven angels, or in wander- 
ing through the seven stars on his way to the earth, appeared 
in each of these heavens under a kindled form, as an angel of 
the same kind ; in this way he hid his own higher nature 
from those angels, while he absorbed whatever of the spiritual 
seed they still possessed, and crippled their power. The way 
in which these Gnostics endeavoured to prove that the hea- 
venly Christ first became united with Jesus at his baptism, 
and forsook him again at the passion, explains in some mea- 
sure the origin of their whole view. They appealed, for 
instance, to the circumstance that Jesus wrought no miracle, 
either before his baptism or after his resurrection. This fact 
they imagined could be no otherwise explained than by sup- 
posing that the higher being was only united with him from the 
time of his baptism to his death. A remarkable fact, beyond 
all doubt, and worthy of special notice, that Christ wrought 
miracles only from a certain point of time to another certain 
point of time ; only they gave it a false explanation. 

Ialdabaoth, the God of the Jews, mu^t have felt himself 
deceived in what he had expected from his Messiah, since the 
latter did not advance his kingdom, but rather, as an instru- 
ment of the higher Christ, proclaimed the unknown Father, 
and threatened to overthrow the law of Ialdabaoth, that is, 
Judaism. On this account he determined to get rid of him. 
and brought about his crucifixion. After his resurrection, 
Jesus remained eighteen months on the earth, during which 
He received by inspiration of the Sophia a clearer knowledge 
of the higher truth, which he communicated to a few only of 
his chosen disciples, whom he knew to be capable of enter- 
taining such high mysteries. Upon this he is raised by the 
celestial Christ to heaven, and sits at the right hand of Ialda- 
baoth, unobserved by him, for the purpose of drawing and 
receiving to himself every spiritual being that has been eman- 
cipated and purified by the redemption, as soon as it is re- 
leased from its tabernacle of sense. In proportion as Jesus 
becomes enriched in his own spirit by this attraction to him- 
*elf of kindred natures, Ialdabaoth is deprived of his higher 
virtues. The end of all this is, to emancipate the spiritual lifo 
confined in nature, and to bring it back to its original foun- 
tain, the mundane soul, from which all has flowed ; Jesus being 
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the channel through which this is to be accomplished., The 
planets, therefore, must ultimately be deprived of all the 
rational entity which exists within them. Of this class of 
Gnostics there were some who carried out their Pantheism 
still more consistently. These held that the same soul is 
diffused through all living and inanimate nature ; and that, 
consequently, all life, wherever it is dispersed and by the bonds 
of matter confined within the limits of individual existence, 
is ultimately to be attracted and through that channel re- 
absorbed by the mundane soul, or the Sophia — the original 
source from whence it had flowed. Such Gnostics said, 
u When we use natural things for food, we absorb into our own 
being the souls which are diffused in them, and with ourselves 
cany them upwards to the original fountain.”* Thus eating 
and drinking was for them a sort of worship. In an apocry- 
phal gospel therefore of this sect the mundane soul or Su- 
preme Being says to the initiated, “ Thou art myself, and I 
am thou ; where thou art, I am ; and I am diffused through 
all. Where thou pleasest thou canst gather me, but in 
gathering me thou gatherest thyself.” f 

By their very nature, Pantheism, and that confounding of 
the natural and the divine which results from it, can never 
promote morality ; and where the reaction of a moral element 
does not oppose itself to that of the subjective temper, it will 
naturally lead to immorality. Pantheism, and the wildly 
fanatic spirit of defiance to Ialdabaoth, and his pretended, 
cramping ordinances, seem in truth to have led these Ophites 
into the most unnatural extravagances. 

A statement of Origen deserves special notice, who reports 
that the Ophites were not Christians, and that they admitted 
none to their assemblies who did not curse Christ. From this 
the important inference might be drawn that this sect sprang 
from a religious party which existed before the appearance of 
* Christianity ; and of which one portion afterwards appropriated 
lo themselves some of the elements of Christianity, while 
another, holding fast to the traditional principles of their sect, 
opposed Christianity altogether. We should thus be led to the 
hypothesis of an ante-Christian Gnosis, which subsequently 
either received Christian elements into itself, or else took up 

* Epiphan. hares. 26, c. 9. f Chap. 3. 
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a bitter hostility to thetn. In feet, Origen names, as the 
founder of this sect, a certain Euphrates , who may have 
lived before the birth of Christ.* Moreover, the striking 
relationship between the Ophitic system and the systems of 
the Sabseans and Manicheeans, might be considered as point- 
ing to some older common source in an ante-Christian (Jnosis. 
But, on the other hand, it cannot be denied that the Ophitic 
formulas of exorcism, which Origen cites immediately after 
making this assertion, plainly contain allusions to Christian 
ideas. And it might be that the opposition of the Ophites to 
the Christ of the church, the psychical Messiah, was to be 
traced to a certain peculiar turn that had been given to their 
principles ; that the distinction they made between the pneu- 
matic and the psychical Christ — the light estimation in which 
they held the latter — may have been changed, among a por- 
tion of their sect, into a position of hostility, and, therefore, 
also to the Christ whom the majority of believers acknow- 
ledged, f— so that to curse the limited Messiah of the psychi- 
cal natures became at last a mark of true diseipleship to the 
higher Christ. We meet with something very like this in 
the sect of the Sabseans, who transferred marry things from 
the history of Christ to a heavenly Genius , the messenger of 
life , the Mando di Chaia — whom they worshipped as the 
proper Christ, from whom the true baptism proceeded, while 
they referred the rest of the history to Jesus the anti-Christ, 
who, sent by the star-spirits to betray mankind, had corrupted 
the baptism of John. And something similar to this we shall 
soon meet with in a corruption of the Basilidean sect. 

PSEUDO-FASILIDEAN8. 

These stand in a similar relation to the original Basilideatis 
as the Ophites to the genuine school of Valentine. The pru- 
dent and moderate spirit of the Basilidean system } was here 

* Orig. c. Cels. lib. VI. c. 28, ff. The obscure and inaccurate Phi- 
laster, who places the Ophites at the head of the ante-Christian sects, 
cannot be considered a good authority. 

t I am indebted for this last remark to the profound critique of my 
work on the Gnostics, by Dr. Gieseler. 

% Had not Clement of Alexandria spoken of the existence among certain 
false followers of Basilides of practical errors precisely similar to those 
we meet with in this sect, we might be led to suspect that the so-called 
Basilideans of Irenseus had no connection whatever with Basilides. 

VOL. II. I 
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quite extinct ; the distinction between the Supreme God and 
the Demiurge being exaggerated to an absolute Dualism, 
out of which was developed a wild defiance of the God of the 
world and his laws, — a bold antinomianism. According to 
their theory the redeeming spirit * could not enter into any 
union with the detested kingdom of the Demiurge ; he only 
assumed an apparently sensible form. When the Jews wished 
to crucify him, having, as an exalted spirit, the power of 
clothing himself in every possible semblance of sensible forms, 
and of presenting whatever shape he chose before the eyes of 
the carnal multitude, he caused Simon of Cyrene (Mark xv.) 
to appear to the Jews under his own shape ; while he him- 
self took the form of Simon, and rose without hindrance to bis 
invisible kingdom, mocking the expectations of the deluded 
Jews. To this sect the doctrine of Christ crucified was fool- 
ishness. They ridiculed all who confessed him, as confessors 
of a phantom, deluded by a sensuous illusion. Such men, 
they allowed, were no longer Jews, but neither were they 
Christians. They contemned the martyrs as men who sacri- 
ficed their lives for the confession of a phantom. Those who 
were initiated into the true mysteries were well aware that 
only one in a thousand could comprehend them. As the vovq 
according to them possessed the faculty of making himself 
invisible to all, they also had the same power, t They could 
assume every form of sense, make themselves everything in 
appearance, in order to delude the gross multitude, and to 
escape their persecutions.} 


Cainites. 

Closely related in their practical tendencies to these Pseudo- 
Basilideans were the Cainites ; though, by the fundamental 
principles of their system, they belonged to the great stock of 
the Ophites. Among them, as well as among the Sethians, 

* The wiry. See above, the system of Basilides. 
f This faculty of becoming invisible was claimed also by the Cabal- 
istic school. We have a remarkable example of this folly in S. Maimon’s 
life of himself, published by Moritz ; — and in general it may be observed 
that a great many interesting points of resemblance to Gnosticism may 
be traced in the later Jewish sects, which Beer has described in his 
instructive History of Sects among the Jews (Briinn, 1822), 

X Iren. lib. I. c. 24. 
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who were of the same stock, we meet with this fundamental 
idea — that in the midst of the Demiurge’s world the Sophia 
found means to preserve, through every age, a race bearing 
within them the spiritual seed which was related to her own 
nature. But while the Sethians, whom we must place in 
the first class of Gnostics, regarded Cain as a representative of 
the Hylic, Abel of the Psychical, and Seth, who was finally 
to reappear in the person of the Messiah,* of the Pneumatic 
principle; it was, on the other hand, the characteristic distinc- 
tion of the Cainites that they assigned the highest place to 
Cain. In their wild hatred to the Demiurge and to the Old 
Testament, these fanatical antinomians went so far as to take 
for their leaders the worst characters of the Old Testament, as 
having been rebels against the laws of the Demiurge. They 
regarded them as the sons of the Sophia, and the instruments 
she employed in combating the Demiurge. To such thinkers 
the apostles appeared too narrow and restricted in their views. 
Judas Iscariot alone possessed, in their opinion, the true 
Gnosis. He, they held, brought about the death of Christ 
from good motives ; because he knew that the kingdom of the 
Demiurge would thereby be destroyed. They had also, under 
the name of Judas, a gospel containing their Gnosis. Their 
principle, destruction to the works and ordinances of the 
Demiurge, served as a pretext to cover every species of im- 
morality, t We ought not to wonder if such a sect, so 
audaciously perverse, so partial to the traitor Judas, should 
finally become hostile to Christ himself. But the language 
of Epiphanius, which might lead us to conjecture that such 
w as actually the case with regard at least to a portion of the 
sect, is too vague and obscure to allow our adopting his state- 
ments on this point. 

Carpocrates and Epiphanes ; Prodiceans, Antitactes, , 
Nicolaitans, Simonians. 

To those Gnostics whose licentious tendencies, so absolutely 
opposed to Christianity, could only find an accidental point of 
union in the ferment which it excited, belonged Carpocrates . 

* An idea nearly related to the doctrine of the Clementines. 

f Vid. Iren. lib. I. c. 31. Epiphan. hszreu. 38. 

I 2 
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He lived probably in the reign of Hadrian, at Alexandria, 
where at that time there prevailed a certain religious eclecti- 
cism or syncretism which attracted the notice of that emperor 
himself.* He formed a system of doctrines, which came into 
the hands of his son Epiphanes. The latter, who died at the 
early age of seventeen, employed and abused great natural 
talents in the defence of a perverse and most pernicious 
theory. According to Clement of Alexandria, Carpocrates 
had studied the Platonic philosophy, and taught it to his 
son. Indeed in this system we catch glimpses of Platonic 
ideas of the soul’s preexistence, and of that higher species of 
knowledge which under the form of a reminiscence came 
from some earlier, heavenly state of being. Its authors seem 
to have borrowed much from the Phsedrus of Plato especially. 
Their Gnosis consisted in the knowledge of one supreme 
original Being, f the highest unity, from whom all existence 
has emanated, and to whom it strives to return. The finite 
spirits, who rule over the several portions of the earth, seek to 
counteract this universal tendency to unity ; and from their 
influence, their laws and arrangements, proceeds all that 
checks, disturbs, or limits the original communion, which is 
the basis of nature, as the outward manifestation of that 
highest unity. These spirits, moreover, seek to retain under 
their dominion the souls which, emanating from the highest 
unity, and still partaking of its nature, have lapsed into the 
corporeal world, and have there been imprisoned in bodies, 
in order under their dominion to be kept within the cycle of 
migration. From these finite spirits the popular religions of 
different nations derive their origin. But the souls which, 
from a reminiscence of their former condition, soar upward 
to the contemplation of that higher unity, reach to sucli 
perfect freedom and repose, as nothing afterwards can dis- 
turb or limit, rise superior to the popular deities and religions. 
As examples of this sort, they named Pythagoras, Plato, Aris- 
totle among the heathens, and Jesus among the Jews. To the 
latter they ascribed nothing more than an especial strength 
.and purity of soul, which, by means of reminiscences of his 
^earlier existence, raised him to the highest flight of contem- 

* See his letter, cited p. 142. 

f Hence called, in Clement of Alexandria, y*Z<n; ^a^ix «. 
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plation, set him free from the narrow laws of the God of the 
Jews, and, although educated in it himself, overthrew the reli- 
gion which had proceeded from him. By virtue of his union 
with the Monad (ftoVac), he received a divine power which 
enabled him to overcome the spirits of this world, an^ the 
laws by which they govern the operations of nature, to work 
miracles, and to endure suffering with undisturbed calmness* 
By the same divine power he was afterwards able to ascend in 
freedom, above all the powers of these spirits of the world, to* 
the highest unity, — in short, to accomplish what in the system 
of Buddha is the ascension from the world of appearance to 
!N irwana. This sect accordingly made no distinction between 
Christ and the wise and good men among every people. They 
taught that any other soul which could soar to the same height 
of contemplation might be regarded as equal with Christ. In 
opposition to such as would make religion a matter of mere 
outward observances, they adopted the side of St. Paul, but 
on a directly opposite principle ; not on the principle of faith, 
in the apostle’s sense, but on that of an antinomian Pantheism,, 
which despised all moral action soever. Hence they foisted 
a foreign meaning upon St. Paul’s positions as to the vanity 
of good works, and as to justification by faith alone, and 
not by works. By faith they understood nothing but an 
absorption of the mind in the original Unity. “ All depends 
upon faith and love,” they said ; “ externals are altogether 
matters of indifference. He who ascribes moral worth to 
these makes himself their slave, subjects himself to those 
spirits of the world from whom all religious and political ordi- 
nances have proceeded ; he cannot, after death, pass out of the 
sphere of the Metempsychosis. But he who can abandon himself 
to every lust without being affected by any, who can thus bid 
defiance to the laws of those mundane spirits, will after death 
rise to the unity of that original one, with whom he has, by 
uniting himself, freed himself, even in the present life, from all 
fetters.” * Epiphanes wrote a work on justification, in which 
he advances the position, “ All nature manifests a striving 
after unity and fellowship ; those laws of man which contra- 
dicted these laws of nature, and yet could not subdue the 
appetites implanted in human nature by the Creator himself, 


* Iren. lib. 1. c. 25. 
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had first introduced sin. Thus did he wrest the language of 
the apostle respecting the inadequacy of the law to justify 
men, and its design to awaken a consciousness of guilt, in 
order to treat the Decalogue with bold contempt. This sect 
was much given to the art of magic. Whoever, by union with 
the primal one, was able to rise above the subordinate gods, 
who, like all things else, are subject to change, — above the 
finite spirits of the world, — could show forth this superiority 
by his works, by producing effects transcending the laws of 
nature, which proceeded from those inferior spirits. Thus did 
they explain the miracles of Christ; every one might do the 
mme who raised himself to similar unity with the primal one. 
These Carpocratian doctrines embody a great deal which bears 
a close affinity to the Ilindoo mind,* and particularly to 
Buddhism. f The Carpocratians paid divine honours to an 
image of Christ, which, as they maintained, came originally 
from Pilate. The same honours they paid also to the images 
of pagan philosophers, who had taken their stand, like 
Christ, above the popular religion, and they also made use of 
heathen ceremonies — a practice irreconcilable with the system 
of Carpocrates and Epiphanes, and to be imputed rather to 
the superstition of their followers. At Same, the principal 
city of the island of Cephalene in the Ionian Sea, the native 
place of the maternal ancestors of Epiphanes, this youth is 
said to have made so great an impression on the minds of the 
multitude, that a temple, a museum, and altars were erected to 
him, and divine honours paid to his name. As we have this 
account from the learned Clement of Alexandria, J a man not 
given to credulity in such matters, we have no reason to ques- 
tion the fact, which indeed fully accords with the spirit and 

* See Colehrooke’s Dissertation on the school of Sankhya. Essais 
sur la philosophic des Hindous par Colebrooke, traduits par G. Pauthier. 
Paris, 1833. P. 32. By this, however, I do not mean to assert— what, 
however, might well be possible considering .the intercourse between dis- 
tant nations at that time— that these doctrines were derived, indirectly, 
from such a source; for the tendency of mystic Pantheism exhibits 
itself in similar phenomena quite independently of all such influences ; 
and in cases of this sort, instead of extrinsic communication, it is suffi- 
cient to suppose an inner relationship of spirit ; as in the instance of the 
Beghards or the middle age. 

T See the remarks which follow, on Manicheism. 

I Clement. Strom. 1. III. f. 428. 
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temper of the times. Perhaps, however, it was only from 
the members of his own sect, who would probably meet with 
a cordial reception on this island, that he enjoyed these ho- 
nours, as the greatest of wise men.* * * § 

To the same licentious class of Antinomians belonged the 
sect of Antitactes. Their doctrine is denoted by their flame. 
The good and gracious God, said they, created all things 
good; but one of his own creatures rebelled against him. 
This was the Demiurge, the God of the Jews, who sowed the 
tares, and engendered that principle of evil wherewith he has 
enthralled every one of us. By this perhaps we must 
understand the material body as the fountain of all sm, with 
which the souls banished from above are environed. Thus 
he has placed us at enmity with the Father, and we in turn 
set ourselves at enmity with him. I To avenge the Father on 
him, we do directly the reverse of what he wills and com- 
mands. As a proof that the Old Testament bore witness 
against itself, they appealed to Mai. iii. 15, quoting the lan- 
guage of the godless as words of truth. J 

To the same class belonged the Prodicians, who were fol- 
lowers of a certain Prodicus. They maintained that they, 
as sons of the Supreme God, as the royal generation, were 
bound to no law, since for kings there is no written law ; 
they were lords of the sabbath, lords over all ordinances. 
They made the whole worship of God to consist, probably, 
in the inner contemplation of divine things. They rejected 
prayer, and perhaps all external worship, as suited only to 
those limited minds which were still held in bondage under 
the Demiurge ; and they were in the habit of appealing to 
the authority of certain apocryphal books, which they quoted 
under the name of Zoroaster. § 

To this class of Antinomian Gnostics belonged also the 
Nicolaitans — if, indeed, the actual existence of such a sect 

* We make no mention here of the Cyrenian inscriptions of which so 
much has been said in modern times, for, although conceived in perfect 
conformity with the spirit of this sect, they have been proved to be not 
genuine. 

t ’AyrirartrquiSa rovrv. 

$ *A trUmrav <r£ 3ty, not) itruSwruv ; where, moreover, they inter- 

S olated the word *vaih~. By resisting the unabashed God, men are 
elivered from his bondage. Clem. Strom. 1. III. f. 440. 

§ Strom. 1. 1. f. 304; 1. III. f. 438 ; 1. VII. f. 722. 
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can be proved. Irenaeus, indeed, notices such a sect .as ex* 
isting in his time. He derived it from the Nicolaus men- 
tioned among the seven deacons in the Acts of the Apostles ; 
and he supposed the same sect to be described in the second 
chapter of Revelations.* But it may be doubted whether 
Irenaeus was right in his interpretation of this passage of 
Revelations — whether the word Nicolaitans, which occurs in 
this place, is in truth the proper name of a sect, and more 
particularly of a Gnostic sect. The passage seems to relate 
simply to a class of people who seduced Christians to par- 
ticipating in the sacrificial feasts of the heathens, and in the 
excesses which attended them — just as the Jews of old were 
led astray by the Moabites (Num. xxv.). It is quite possible, 
too, that the name Nicolaitans is employed purely in a sym- 
bolical sense (agreeably to the general style of the Apoca- 
lypse), to signify corrupters, seducers of the people, like 
Balaam — in this sense Balaamites.f It was a favourite idea 
with Irenaeus, that, even at his early date, the Apostle 
John had come into conflict with many classes of the 
Gnostics ; and he was wont to search in the writings of John 
for condemnatory allusions to the Gnostic heresy. As, then, 
he found that many of the errors reproved in this passage of 
the Revelation resembled those that prevailed among the 
Gnostics of his time, he concluded that the practical errors 
denounced by the apostle sprang out of a theoretical Gnos- 
ticism, and the name may have suggested to him the Nicolas 
mentioned in the Acts as its probable author. The remarks, 
however, relative to this sect in Irenaeus are so obscure, that 
we have no reason for supposing that he knew anything about 
it from his own personal experience. Had we therefore no 
other account than that of Irenaeus, we should be obliged to 
allow it to be possible, at least, that the tradition about this 
sect had grown out of some misconstruction of the passage in 
Revelations, though it would still seem strange that Irenaeus, 

* Iren. 1. 1. c. 26. Speaking of their practical errors he says, Qui 
indiscrete vmmt, L. c. 1. III. c. 11, he sj>eaks of their spe- 

culative errors ; where, however, he does not so distinguish them from 
other Gnostics as to make their peculiar characteristics clearly pro- 
minent. 

f Balaam =r muiktut , — according to the etymology from and 

fill 
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without any assignable motive, should represent as the foimder 
of a heretical sect a man who had been elected by the apostles 
themselves to a public office. But no such mistake can be 
supposed to have existed in the case of the learned and un- 
prejudiced Clement of Alexandria, who in the first plaqp was 
better practised in historical criticism, and moreover appeals 
to facts which could not have been fabricate#. The Nicolai- 
tans were those who maintained the pernicious principle, 
already mentioned, that the lower passions were to be subdued 
by indulgence, without allowing the spirit to be affected by 
them. Men were to abuse the flesh and so destroy it by 
means of itself, and by showing their contempt for it. Their 
motto consisted of certain words to this purport which they 
ascribed to Nicolas the deacon.* In a passage which follows, f 
the same Clement speaks of another incident in the life of this 
Nicolaus, which was often appealed to by the sect in justi- 
fication of their extravagances. When accused by the apostles 
of jealousy of his wife, in order to prove the groundlessness 
of the charge he is said to have led her forth and said, Let 
him that chooses marry her. Clement himself, however, was 
very far from believing that the Nicolas of the Acts was the 
founder of this sect, although claimed by them as such. On 
the contrary, he defends the character of the man as a member 
of the apostolic church, and refers to a tradition which tes- 
tified that this Nicolas lived to the last in honourable wedlock, 
and left behind him children who led decent and pious lives. 
We see, then, that Irenaeus was not wrong in asserting the 
existence of such a sect, but only in not more carefully 
examining into the truth of its pretended origin. It was, as 
we have often observed, the custom with such sects to attach 
themselves to some celebrated name or other of antiquity, in 
the choice of which they were mostly influenced by perfectly 
accidental circumstances. Thus the Nicolaitans claimed 
Nicolas the deacon as their master, though he had done 
nothing to entitle him to that evil distinction. Clement 
supposes his words and actions had been misinterpreted, and 
endeavours to explain them in a milder sense ; but it may be 
doubted whether, in this case, Clement .carried his criticism 

* To SiJV Ta.pa.y'pntrStti rn **pxt. Clem. Strom. 1, IT. f. 411. 

f L.C.l.IlI.f.436. ‘ 
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ffcr enough. Everything imputed to Nicolas by this tradition 
wears an apocryphal aspect. Perhaps the sect possessed a 
life of him, drawn up by themselves or others from fabulous 
accounts and unauthentic traditions, in which the whole of 
this was contained. If this sect was really derived from those 
Antinomians who were called Nicolaitans in the age of the 
Apostle John — a point which cannot be absolutely decided * — 
then possibly this very name in the Apocalypse, the Nicolai- 
tans, may have led the more recent sect to name themselves 
after Nicolas. Belonging, as they probably did, to the anti- 
Judaistic party, and consequently acknowledging no other 
apostle than St. Paul, they may have seized upon what they 
found asserted in the Apocalypse as affording evidence of the 
antiquity of their sect, since, having been attacked so long 
ago as by the Judaizing St. John, the resemblance of names 
would naturally invite them to refer its origin back to the 
Nicolas mentioned in the Acts. We have already noticed 
examples of the Gnostics choosing for their nominal leaders 
persons whose characters appear in an unfavourable light in 
the Old or the New Testament. 

We have still to mention the Simonians — an eclectic sect, 
who can scarcely be brought, however, under any one specific 
class. They seem to have accommodated themselves, some- 
times to paganism, at others to Judaism or to the religious 
opinions of the Samaritans, and at others again to Chris- 
tianity ; sometimes they appear to have been rigid ascetics, 
at others wild scoffers at all moral law (the Entychites). 
Simon Magus was their Christ, or at least a form of mani- 
festation of the.redeeraing Christ, who had manifested himself 
also in Jesus ; whether it was that they actually derived their 
origin from a party founded by the sorcerer of that name 
mentioned in the Acts, or whether, having sprung up at 
some later period, they, of their own fancy, chose for their 
Coryphaeus Simon Magus, a name so odious to the Chris- 
tians, and forged writings in his name which made preten- 

♦ Even though the name Nicolaitans in the Revelation were really 
the proper name of a party which owed its rise to some person of the 
name of Nicolas, and it was only the already existing name that 
cave occasion to the allusion to Balaam, yet still it could not he in- 
ferred from this fact that the party then existing was a Gnostic one. 
See, respecting this sect, my Apostol. History, vol. II. p. 533. 
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sions to a higher wisdom. The opinion of some learned 
writers that another Simon, distinct from the dder Simon 
Magus, was the founder of the sect, and afterwards became 
confounded with this latter, is an arbitrary conjecture, by no 
means called for to explain the historical fact.* 

* This Simon Magus, who cannot properly cfcdm a place even 
among the founders of Christian sects, has acquired unmerited importance 
in the Christian church by being held up as the great father of the 
Gnostic heresy. As the representative of the whole theosoph ico-yoetic 
tendency, in opposition io the simple faith in revelation, he became, so 
to speak, a mythical personage, and gave occasion to many fictitious 
legends, such,*for example, as his dispute with the Apostle l%er, and 
his unsuccessful experiment in the art of flying. The most ingenious vei> 
sion of this story is to be found in the Clementines. It is a singular fact, 
however, that Justin Marty r, in his second apology to the Roman Emperor, 
mentions a pillar erected in honour of this Simon at Rome, on an island 
in the Tiber (i* V*J T//3igs vrorauv, (mto^v vm hvo ytpvgav), with the inscrip- 
tion Simoni deo sancto. Although sorcerers of this stamp could often find 
access even to persons of the highest rank, yet it is incredible that 
the folly should ever be carried to such an extent as that a statue should 
be erected, and the senate should pass a decree enrolling Simon Magus 
among the decs Romanos. The correctness of Justin's statement might 
therefore be called in question, even though it were impossible to point out 
the source of his mistake. But the occasion of his mistake may now, as 
it would seem, be explained. In the year 1574 a stone was dug up at 
the spot described by Justin, which appears to have served as the pedestal 
of a statue, and on it was the inscription, Semoni Sango Deo Fidio 
sacrum. True, this stone was not erected by the Roman senate, nor by 
the emperor, but by a certain Sextus Pompeius. But Justin, with his 
head full of the legends about Simon Magus, overlooked all this, and 
confounded the Semo Sancus (a Sabino- Homan deity, probably unknown 
to Justin, who was better versed in the Greek than in the Roman mytho- 
logy) with the words Simo sanctus ; for it is to be observed that the 
cognomen of that deity was sometimes written sanctus instead of sancus. 
Tertullian, who had a more familiar knowledge of Roman antiquities, 
might, it is true, be expected to know better ; but even he was too pre- 
judiced in such cases, and too ignorant of criticism, to institute any 
further examination into the correctness of a statement which was in 
accordance with his taste, and which besides came to him on so respect- 
able authority. The more critical Alexandrians take no notice of the 
matter. Origen’s remark (lib. I. c. Cels. c. 57) that this Simon was not 
known beyond Palestine by any but Christians, who became acquainted 
with him from the Acts of the Apostles, would seem to imply that he 
looked upon the story of the pillar erected to him .in Rome as a fiction. 
The Samaritan Goetse and Heresiarchs, Dositheus and Menander (the 
latter of whom is represented to have been a disciple of Simon Magus), 
deserve still less to be particularly noticed in the history of Christian 
sects. 
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Anti- Jewish Gnostic*, who strove to apprehend Christianity , however , in its 
Purity and absolute Independence. 

Strongly contrasted with those Gnostics whom we have just 
been considering, and who were carried far away from the 
ethical spirit of Christianity by their own prevailing bias of 
mind, were another class, who, under the influence of a 
mistaken Christian zeal, were led to oppose Judaism and 
were betrayed into Gnosticism by their one-sided mode of 
apprehending the ethical element of Christianity. In the 
section of the present history which relates to the Christian 
life, we formerly observed how likely it was that, in the 
course of its progressive movement, a one-sided ascetical ten- 
dency should spring up, leading to a most mistaken opposition 
to the world and to nature. Now a tendency of this sort 
might easily unite itself with the absolute Dualism of the 
Gnostics, and find a speculative support in the latter doctrine. 
Thus arose those peculiar phenomena of the Gnosis, in which 
the practical, ascetical element especially predominated, and 
which were distinguished by a certain earnestness of moral 
spirit, which, however, ran into the extreme of a rigid 
ascetism. 

a. Satuknin. 

Of these we shall first mention Saturnin, who lived at 
Antioch in the time of the emperor Hadrian. His doctrines, 
so far as they can be ascertained from our imperfect informa- 
tion,* were as follows: — At the lowest stage of the world of 
emanations, on the boundary between the kingdom of light 
and the kingdom of darkness, or of the v\rj, stand the seven 
lowest angels, the star-spirits. These combine together to 
seize from the kingdom of darkness a territory on which they 
may erect an independent empire of their own. Thus arose 
this terrestrial world, through whose different regions these 
spirits of the stars dispersed themselves. At their head stood 
the God of the Jews. They are engaged in an incessant war 
with the kingdom of darkness, and with Satan its prince, who 
is unwilling that their kingdom should grow at the expense of 
his own, and constantly seeks to destroy what they build up. 


* Irenceus and Epiphanios. 
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From the higher kingdom of light a feeble ray alone gleams 
down upon them. This gleam of light from above fills them 
with a longing for it ; they wish to make it their own, but are 
too weak for that : whenever they try to grasp it, it retires 
from them. They therefore enter into a combination to^harm 
this ray of the higher light, and to fix it in their own kingdom, 
by means of an image fashioned after the shape of the light float- 
ing above them. But the form made by the angels cannot raise 
itself towards heaven, cannot stand erect ; * it is a bodily mass 
without a soul. At length the Supreme Father looks down 
with pity from the kingdom of light on the feeble being man, 
who, however, has been created in his own image. He infuses 
into him a spark of his own divine life, and man now, for the 
first time, possesses a soul, and can raise himself erect towards 
heaven. In those human natures where it has been implanted, 
the godlike germ is destined to unfold itself to distinct, 
personality, and to return after a determinate period to its 
primal source. The men who, carrying within them these 
divine seeds, are appointed to reveal the Supreme God on 
earth, stand opposed to those who, possessing nothing but the 
hylic principle, are instruments of the kingdom of darkness. 
Now it was to destroy this empire of the planetary spirits, of 
the God of the Jews, which would set up itself as an independ- 
ent kingdom, as well as to annihilate the empire of darkness, 
and to save those men who, through the divine seed of life, 
have become partakers of his own nature, that the Supreme 
God sent down his ACon, the vovq. But as it was impossible 
for the latter to enter into any union with the kingdom 
of the stars or the material world, he could only appear 
under the disguise and semblance of a sensible form. 

It is evident of itself how such a system would naturally 
lead to that ascetical tendency above-mentioned, which shows 
itself in an undue estimate of celibacy. 

b . Tati an and the Encratites. 

Tatian, who traced his descent from Assyria, lived at Rome 
as a rhetorician, where he was converted to Christianity by 
Justin Martyr, who, owing to their common philosophical cha- 


* See above, concerning the Ophites. 
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racter as Platonists, was intimate with him. As long as 
Justin lived, Tatian adhered to the doctrine of the church. 
While still entertaining the same views, he composed, after Jus- 
tin’s death, an apology, * which, however, contains very much 
which admits of accommodation with the doctrines of Gnos- 
ticism. In this discourse Tatian, like his teacher Justin, 
adopted from Philo the whole Platonic doctrine concerning 
matter, inconsistent as it was with a theory in which the 
doctrine of the creation from nothing was still maintained. 
It was this Platonic doctrine which swayed him to adopt also 
the hypothesis of an ungodlike spirit of life wedded to its 
kindred matter — a soul resisting the dictates of reason ; and 
from this he derived the evil spirits, whom he describes as 
irvevfiara vXucd — inconsistent as this hypothesis also was 
with the Christian doctrine concerning the nature of evil 
spirits, and concerning the origin of evil. Even in this dis- 
course he already advances a theory which, from Jewish 
theology, hat} early passed into Christian speculation, modify- 
ing it in many respects — that the human soul, like everything 
else formed out of and partaking of matter, f is by its own 
nature mortal ; that the first man, living in communion with 
God, had within him a principle of divine life exalted above 
the nature of this soul which had been derived from matter, 
and that this is properly the image of God, if by virtue of 
which he was immortal. Having lost this image by sin, he 
became subject to matter and to mortality. 

It is easy to see how these opinions, loosely strung together 
as they were in Tatian’ s system, would furnish a convenient 
stay for the Gnostic idea of the vXrj, and of the distinction 
between the \Lv%ik6v and the irvtv^a tikov, and how they would 
naturally result in an asceticism which should strive after an 
absolute estrangement from the things of sense.§ According to 
the report of Irenseus,|| Tatian formed a doctrine of iEons simi- 
lar to that of the Valentinians ; yet this point is not sufficient 

* His Xayot *'E AXtjwtf. + A •x’nvpu vXixov. 

} 6i oS tlxw xxi ifttiurif. 

§ According to Irenrcus, Tatian was the first to assert the condemna- 
tion of the first man ; which indeed would agree with the above-men- 
tioned distinction between the \lvx<x9\ and the mtuuiartxov in the nature of 
the first man, he having lost the latter by sin. Lib. I. c. 28. 

|l Gomp. Clem. Strom, lib. 111. f. 465, C. 
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of itself to warrant the conclusion that his system bore any 
affinity to the Yalentinian. According to Clement of Alexan- 
dria,* he belonged to the anti-Jewish Gnostics, and transferred 
St. Paul’s statement of the contrariety between the old and 
the new man to the relation of the Old and New Testament 5 
yet he might perhaps have expressed himself in this way even 
according to the Valentinian Gnosis, though it did not by 
any means suppose an absolute contrariety between the two 
economies. A remark too of Tatian’s would seem to imply 
that he was far from entirely separating the Demiurge, the 
God of the Old Testament, from all connection with the 
higher world. He looked upon the expression in Genesis, u Let 
there be light ” (and this instance may serve to illustrate his 
arbitrary mode of interpreting scripture), not as the com- 
manding, creative word, but as the language of prayer. The 
Demiurge, seated on the dark chaos, prays that light may 
shine from above, f Tatian’s fanatical asceticism, however, 
might perhaps warrant the conclusion that he drew a broader 
line of distinction between the creation of the Demiurge and 
the higher world, and consequently between the Old Testa- 
ment and the New, than was admitted by the principles of 
the Yalentinian school ; for this practical repugnance to the 
creation of the Demiurge is usually connected with an oppo- 
sition to it in theory. 

Tatian acknowledged that the system of Christian morals 
must be derived from the contemplation of the life of Christ, 
and take its laws from thence. On this principle he wrote a 
work, in which he endeavoured to show how true perfection 
might be attained by the imitation of Christ.;): Only he was 
deficient in a right understanding of the life of Christ in its 
completeness, and in its relation to His mission as the redeemer 
of mankind, and the author of a new creation of divine life, 
which, in the further course of its development from Him, 
was designed to embrace and pervade alike all human relations. 
Paying no regard to this, he held the life of celibacy and the 
renunciation of all worldly possessions, after the pattern of 
Christ, to be the essential mark of Christian perfection. But 

* L. c. f. 460, D. 

t Theodot. Didascal. Anatol. f. 80(3. — Origenes de orat. c. 24. 

X Hif# TtftJ nark evryott Kara, grur/uou. 



TATIAN. 


128 . 

to such as appealed to the life of Christ considered in this 
light Clement of Alexandria replied, “ The specific character 
by which Christ was distinguished from all other men did not 
allow of marriage in His case ; that need of mutual completion 
which has its ground in the relation of the sexes found no 
place in Him. The only analogy in His case to the marriage 
estate is the relation He bears to the church, which is bound 
to Him as His bride. From Him, as the Son of God, no bodily 
issue could proceed.” * The strong bias of Tatian in this 
particular direction led him to understand the Apostle Paul, 
in 1 Cor. vii. 5, as teaching that marriage and unchastity were 
one and the same thing — both equally the service of Satan. f 
It is not improbable, too, that, besides the canonical gospels, 
he made use of apocryphal histories, in which the delineation 
of Christ had been modified under the influence of theoso- 
phical and ascetical modes of view.J As the tendency to theo- 

* O lx "tart r»jv atria. » too fin yrificu rov xvpov, Kaurov fi iv yot(> ryv Mav 
vvfitpm tjxt rbv i xxkttria*, iseura 3* ouhi civ^anres z* xoivo;, 'Iva xai fiezSou mas 
xara aa^xa 3i»)S», ovh\ rinvoToincair^ai nv avreu avetyxaiov , aiVtug fitvovn xau 
fiat* ulu Stov yiyofon. Clem. Strom, lib. Ili. f. 446. 

j St Paul, he affirms, only ostensibly gives the permission in this place, 
and immediately shrinks from what he had permited when he says that 
those who followed his permission would serve two masters ; but that, by 
mutual continence and prayer, they would serve God, whereas by incon- 
tinence they would serve unchastity and Satan. Strom. 1. III. f. 460. 
According to Eusebius, 1. IV. c. 29, he was accused of attempting to 
garble and alter many expressions in the writings of St. Paul ; but from 
the words of Eusebius, mas avrov (iira^atrai Qtovas, its brihoftovfMW avruv 
<th* rrjs fydatvs rvfra^iv, it is impossible to determine whether the altera- 
tions were made in favour of his own dogmatic and ethical principles, 
or whether they were changes from the Hebraistic into a purer Greek ; 
and then the question arises whether Tatian actually allowed himself 
in the practice of such an arbitrary sort of criticism (which certainly is 
quite possible), or whether only he had in his possession certain readings 
varying from the received text, which, it was assumed as a matter of 
course, must be regarded as intentional falsifications. 

X We should know something more on this point if Tatian 's “ tlay- 
yixisv ha were still extant. The old writers seem to have 

looked upon this work as a compendious harmony of the four gospels, 
Euseb. 1. IV. c. 29; but it may be doubted whether Tatian really con- 
fined , himself to our four canonical gospels, whether at least he did not 
make some use of several apocryphal gospels ; since, according to Epipha- 
nius (who we mast admit is extremely vague), this collection possessed 
some resemblance to the it myyiktov #«9-’ *E fyaltvt. Theodoret found more 
than two hundred copies of this work in use within his Syrian diocese, 
and thought it his duty to withdraw them, probably because he found 
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sophical asceticism, which sprang up in the East, was now 
widely spread, it is nothing surprising if there were different 
kinds of abstinent * sects, who had no special connection with 
Tatian, and who belonged in part to the Jewish and partly to 
the anti- Jewish party.f 


c. Marcion and his School. 

In the Gnostics whom we lately considered we observe 
the dualistic element asserted chiefly on its practical side, on 
the side of ethics, while the speculative retires proportionally 
out of view. This is still more clearly apparent in the case 
of Marcion. He forms the natural close of this whole 
development, since he belongs to the Gnostics only in oqe 
respect. He stands on the boundary line between the pre- 
dominantly speculative tendency of Gnosticism, and a para- 
mount practical direction of mind diametrically opposed to 
speculation ; so that, considered in this point of view, the Alex- 
andrian theology, which is recognised by the catholic church, 

them to contain much heretical matter. Theodoret. hseret. fab. I. 20. 
Tatian might also, on the ground of his peculiar Gnostic views concern- 
ing Christ, have contrived to omit those parts of the gospel which con- 
tain the genealogies, and all perhaps that related to Christ’s nativity. 

* ’Eyx.ga'rTreu, etcroraxwtoJ, ii'h^ovce.^a.<rra,rxt (because they made USe of 
water only at the communion). 

f Among these belonged Julius Cassianus, in whose doctrines we may 
recognise, perhaps, the lingering influence of the Alexandrian- Jewish 
theology ; the ivttyytktoy xnr a lyuvrriovs being the source, indeed, 
whence he derived his knowledge of the gospel history. Regarding 
Adam as a symbol of the soul degraded from a state of heaven to the 
corporeal world, he made it the chief duty of man to gain the mastery 
over matter by means of ascetical austerities, and for this reason denied 
that Christ had appeared in the corporeal world. He was considered one 
of the leading men among the Docetse. In his i%*iy*ir/x* he endeavoured* 
by means of an allegorical method of interpretation, to introduce his doc- 
trines into the Old Testament. See Clem. Strom, lib. I. f. 320 ; lib. III. 
f. 4Q5. The Severians, moreover, belong to a class which passes gene- 
rally under the name Q,f Encratites. They are said to have sprung from 
a certain Severus, and to have rejected the epistles of St. Paul and the 
Acts of the Apostles. Theodoret. hseret. fab. I. 21. Their hostility to 
the Apostle of the Gentiles might be considered, perhaps, as an indica- 
tion of their origin from the Jewish-Christian party. This inference, 
however, is not unquestionable, since the peculiar spirit of their doctrine 
may have led them to that hostility. 

VOL. II. K 



MARCION. 


180 , 

has more affinity with Gnosticism than that of Marcion does. 
The Christian interest is more directly asserted by him than 
by any other of the Gnostics* because his whole character had 
a far deeper root in Christianity. Indeed the Christian 
principle constituted the ground-tone of his whole inner life, 
and of his whole mode of thinking in religion and theology. 
In the case of the other Gnostics, it was only one (although 
it was sometimes the predominant one), among many other 
spiritual tendencies, and was associated, moreover, with much 
that was of a wholly foreign character. It is instructive to 
observe how a tendency proceeding from the very heart of 
Christianity may, by its one-sided exclusiveness, be so pre- 
sented as to adopt elements decidedly unchristian. It leaves 
upon our minds a sad impression of human weakness when, 
from the example of this remarkable man, we observe how a 
system excogitated by abstract speculation may be utterly 
inconsistent with all whicli moves and animates the inmost life 
of the man, and how, misunderstanding his own self, he 
caused others, who ought to have been bound to him by the 
fellowship of the same higher life, to misunderstand, to mis- 
judge, and to condemn him ; and those, too, the very persons 
who came nearest to him in the fundamental features of their 
mental character. This world, in which we know neither 
God, nor ourselves, nor each other, directly, but only through 
a glass by broken and refracted rays, is full of misunder- 
standings. What Marcion had in common with the Gnostics, 
and particularly with the last-mentioned class of them, con- 
sisted partly in the distinction he made between the God of 
nature and of the Old Testament and the God of the gospel, 
between the purely human and the purely divine generally, 
and partly in various speculative elements which he wrought 
into his religious system. At the same time it is evident that 
he had arrived at the principle which he held in common with 
them by a very different method. His idea of God he had 
first found in Christ, and then that glory of God winch was 
revealed to him in Christ lie was unable to find again any- 
where in nature or in history. The speculative elements 
which he borrowed from other Gnostics were to him but 
expedient devices to fill up the chasm necessarily left in his 
system, which had been formed out of a bent of mind radically 
different and purely practical . It clearly was not his object* 
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as it was of the other Gnostics, to complete Christianity by 
the speculative results of other doctrinal systems; but the 
design he started with was simply to restore Christianity to its 
purity, which in his opinion had been corrupted by foreign 
additions. The one-sided position from which he started on 
this design was the occasion of most of his errors. 

He did not make *a secret traditional doctrine the source of 
this genuine Christianity. But neither was he willing to be 
confined to the general tradition of the church : for in this, 
according to his opinion, foreign elements had already become 
mingled with the pure apostolical Christianity. Taking his 
stand on the ground of positive Christianity (a position which 
so far is in the spirit of true Protestantism) he refused to admit 
that anything but the words of Christ and of his genuine 
disciples ought to be considered as the fountain-head of the 
true gospel. Unfortunately, however, instead of recognising 
the many phases of Christianity presented in the multiplicity 
of the organs chosen for its promulgation, he indulged in an 
arbitrary and one-sided distinction among them. His desire 
to adopt only the earliest records of pure original Chris- 
tianity led him into historical and critical investigations which 
were foreign to the contemplative direction of mind peculiar 
to other G nostics. But here also he affords a warning example 
of the facility with which such investigations, when overruled 
by preconceived dogmatic opinions in which the understand- 
ing has entangled itself, lead to disastrous results, and of the 
ease with which, in opposing a careless facility of belief, an 
arbitrary temper of hypercriticism may be formed, as well as 
of the readiness with which, while combating one class of doc- 
trinal prejudices, we may fall into another. 

The other Gnostics united with their theosophical idealism 
a mystical, allegorizing interpretation of the scriptures. Mar- 
cion, simple in heart, was decidedly opposed to this artificial 
method of interpretation. He was, on the other hand, a zealous 
advocate of the literal interpretation which prevailed among 
the antagonists of Gnosticism ; and his example will serve 
to show how even this method of interpretation, unless it is 
united with other hermeneutical principles, and carried to an 
extreme, must lead to arbitrary copclusions. 

The opposition between irtong and yv&irts, between an 
exoterical and an esoterical Christianity, was among the essen- 

k 2 
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tial peculiarities of the other Gnostic systems ; but by Mar cion, 
who adhered so closely to the practical Apostle St. Paul, no such 
opposition could possibly be allowed. To the merely outward 
and more truly Jewish than Christian notion of iricrriQ , which 
had found admission into the church, he opposed — not a self- 
conceited Gnosis, but the conception of nicms itself appre- 
hended according to the genuine sense of St. Paul. In his 
view 7ti(ttiq was the common fountain of the divine life for 
all Christians. He knew of nothing higher than the illumina- 
tion which every Christian ought to possess. What he recog- 
nised as genuine Christianity was to be recognised as such by 
ail capable of receiving Christianity in any sense. He could 
allow of no other distinction than that between the riper 
Christians and those that still needed to be instructed in 
Christian principles (the catechumens). 

In a twofold respect Marcion is a phenomenon of high im- 
port in the history of the whole world. In the first place, he 
stands a living monument of the impression which Christi- 
anity, as something wholly new and supernaturally divine, 
produced on men of profound minds. We see in what light 
Christianity appeared to such a person, from the point of view 
of his age, and relatively to all that had proceeded from the 
previous development of mankind. It is a fact which here 
speaks to us. In the next place, the great significance of Mar- 
cion consists in this — that we perceive in him the first symp- 
toms of a reaction necessary in the course of the historical 
evolution, — a reaction of the Pauline type of doctrine, re- 
claiming its rightful authority against the strong leaning of 
the church to the side of St. James and St. Peter — a reaction 
of the Christian consciousness, reasserting the independence 
acquired for it by the labours of St. Paul against a new com- 
bination of Jewish and Christian elements — a reaction of the 
protestant spirit against the so-called catholic element now 
spelling in the bud. At its first appearance, this reaction, by 
following out its opposition too exclusively, might easily be 
led wrong. It was needful that various momenta should be 
evolved, before the reaction could be a pure one, clear in itself, 
and therefore certain of the victory. As Marcion gives us the 
picture of St. Paul, not in all the harmonious many-sidedness 
of his great mind, but only in a single aspect of it, we conse- 
quently find in Marcion the irresistible ardour, but not the 
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calm prudence, — the practical, but not the dialectic spirit of 
Paul ; we find in him the acuteness and perspicacity whieh 
distinguished the apostle in discerning and setting forth oppo- 
sites, but not the conciliatory wisdom for which the apostle 
was no less eminent. We shall now endeavour to paint the 
character of Marcion in its connection with tfipt stage of deve- 
lopment the church had arrived at in his time. Unfortunately 
we are devoid of adequate information as to the genetical pro- 
cess by which his mental character was formed. This defi- 
ciency we must endeavour to supply by the aid of historical 
combination. ' *•' 

Marcion was born at Sinope, in Pontus, near the beginning 
of the second century. According to one report,* which is 
not, however, beyond all doubt, his father was bishop of 
the church in Sinope. In this country there were beyond 
question families, even thus early, in which Christianity had 
been handed down from parents to children ; so that Marcion 
might have been led to the Christian faith through a Chris- 
tian education ; yet, even supposing that his father was a 
bishop, it would not necessarily follow that this wps the 
fact. He speaks of the “ ardour of his first faith,” f words 
which seem to refer to the first glow of a new convert.f Per- 
haps he belonged to the number of those who were first 
brought to the faith, not by the tradition of the church, but 
by their own study of the written word. And as he appro- 
priated Christianity in a way somewhat independent of tradi- 
tion, so in the subsequent development of his Christian views 
he ever pursued this independent direction, and refused to sub- 
mit to any human tradition. Perhaps it was the majesty of 

* In Epiphanius, and in the later additions to Tertullian’s Prescrip- 
tion es. It does excite some doubt to find that Tertullian has made no 
use against Marcion of this fact, of his having abandoned the catholic 
church in which his father was a bishop. The silence of Tertullian, 
who had been at great pains to inform himself of all the particulars of 
Marcion’s life, on a point which he had so much occasion to speak of, 
leads to a suspicion of the correctness of Epiphanius’ report, who contrasts 
the heresy of the son with the orthodoxy and piety of his father. Yet it 
does not oblige us to reject the account. 

f Primus calor fidei. 

I Although we grant that this might also be said in the first ardour 
of pious feeling by a person who had been educated in Christianity, 
especially in this period, when the baptism of infants was not practised, 
yet the other is the most obvious construction. 
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Christ, as it shone upon him in the contemplation of His life 
and the study of His words, that attracted Him to Christianity. 
And the Pauline type of doctrine, which most completely 
harmonized with his tone of mind, may have been the form in 
which he first learned to understand Christianity, and which 
chained his spirit once for all. In this manner, the peculiar 
shape which the Christian faith assumed in his case may 
have been determined from the beginning. 

Like many others, he felt constrained by the ardour of his 
first Christian love to renounce every earthly possession. He 
presented to the church a considerable sum of money, and be- 
gan a life of rigid abstinence, as a u eontinens” or aaKrjrrjQ.* 
His contempt of nature, which, proceeding from a false notion 
of the contrariety between the natural and the divine, was 
at first simply practical and ascetical , might lead a man of his 
enthusiastic prepossessions and strong antipathies to carry out 
theoretically a broad distinction and separation between the 
God of nature and the God of the gospel. The contemplation 
of this period brings before us minds of the most opposite 
stamp — those that were for combining all things, for blending 
together elements the most heterogeneous, and those again 
who everywhere saw nothing else but oppositions, and knew of 
no means to reconcile them. To the latter class belonged 
Marcion. The consciousness of redemption formed the ground- 
tone of his religious life, — the fact of redemption he regarded 
as the central point of Christianity. But as it is only through 
numberless stages of transition and intermediate points that 
everything can ultimately be referred to this as the central 
point, — as the whole development of the world in history and 
nature were therein to be reduced to unity, — the impatient 
Marcion, who was averse to all gradual measures and inter- 
mediate steps, who was for having everything alike complete 
and at once, could not so understand it. Tertullian aptly cha- 
racterizes him when he says, “ While in the Creator’s uni- 

* See above. Pecuniam in primo calore fidei ecclesise contulit. Ter- 
tollian. adv. Marcion, 1. IV. c. c. It amounted to two hundred sestertia. 
See Tertullian. prescript, c. 30. Epiphanius, in calling Marcion a 
fieva&v (recluse) only confounds the relations of his own time with those 
of an earlier period. We must consider the as equivalent to the 

Ephraem Syrus accuses Marcion of acquiring by his asceti- 
cism a deceptive show of sanctity. Opp. Eph. Syr. la*. Sermo I. f. 
438 seq. 
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verse all things occur in the order of a gradual development, 
each in its proper place, with Mar cion, on the other hand, 
everything is sudden.”* To his hearty filled and glowing with 
the image of the God of mercy and compassion, who had 
appeared in Christ, Nature appeared as something wholly in- 
consistent with the way in which this God had revealed him- 
self to him in his soul. In history too, Marcion, possessed 
with the majesty of the gospel, could find no trace of the God 
that had there revealed Himself to him ; and to the demon 
world of heathenism lie, like so many other zealous Christians, 
looked back only with horror and aversion — he saw no- 
thing there but the kingdom of Satan . The same mental 
tendency which made it impossible for him to recognise in 
nature the God of the gospel, allowed him to see nothing but 
contrariety, no fundamental unity, between the Old Testa- 
ment and the New. The jealous God of the Old Testament, 
inexorably severe, and the God of the gospel, whose essence is 
simply love — the Messiah of the world, with his worldly king- 
dom, and Christ, who declined all earthly power and glory, and 
would not found a kingdom of this world — seemed to him irre- 
concilable. We must here consider the alternatives, none of 
which could satisfy his mind, between which Marcion was 
placed. On the one side were those half-educated Chris- 
tians who, by their grossly literal interpretations of the Old 
Testament, framed to themselves the most unworthy notions of 
God ; j* on the other side were those who contrived, by artifi- 
cial and allegorising expositions, to introduce into the Old 
Testament the whole system of Christian truth. But the very 
simplicity of Marcion’s character naturally made hint an enemy 
of that allegorical interpretation of the Bible, and he conse- 
quently opposed to it one which adhered uniformly to the 
literal sense. 

A man of Marcion’s mind and disposition would be easily 
impelled, in combating one erroneous extreme, to fall into the 
opposite one. And so it happened with him in the contest 

* Sic (subito) sunt omnia apud Marcionem, qu© suum et plenum 
habent ordinem apnd creatorem. Lib. IV. c. 11. 

t As Ongen says : Oi azt^euiripot v£v oar o riff izzXvurlotf zhxwvrm 
*vy%*ntv, fMi bn/bttau{>ysv pijfypm oVSkyz inru\rjp*et, tomvtz v<roketpfim~ 
vow trto'i ethroi 7, ozroTet ohll irtgi rou ajporarav xai ahxotraro* sti&gtZorov. De 

princ. 1. IV. s. 8. 
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with that Chiliastic, material tendency of mind, confounding 
the Jewish with the Christian element, which he found so 
generally diffused in Asia Minor. In the churches of Asia 
Minor he believed it impossible to recognise the genuine 
Christianity which had been preached to them by the Apostle 
St. Paul. Accordingly this conviction may have given rise 
to purify Christianity from the foreign Jewish elements with 
which it had been mixed, and to restore it to its primitive 
form. From this spirit of opposition it may have been that he 
conceived a prejudice against the conciliatory course which 
had originated with the labours of St. John in Asia Minor. 
Perhaps he had attached himself to some ultra-Pauline element 
which had already manifested itself in opposition to the 
Apostle St. John.* And so step by step he was continually 
driven to place the Old and the New Testament in sharper 
antagonism to each other. 

This peculiar dogmatic tendency of Marcion’s mind was 
probably the occasion of his being excommunicated from the 
church at Sinope. t He now hoped to find in the Roman 
church, to which he betook himself, a better reception, both 
on account of its origin, as derived from St. Paul, and its 
original Pauline character, and on account of a prevailing 
anti-Judaizing tendency, J which in many respects still existed 
in it. If the statement of Epiphanius is well founded, he pro- 
posed a question to the Roman clergy as to the explanation of 
Matthew ix. 17, with a view to draw from their own lips the 

* See my Age of the Apostles, vol. II. p. 558. 

t The statement in the spurious additions to Tertullian’s Prescrip - 
tions, in Epiphanius and Esnig, that Marcion was excommunicated from 
the church for unchastity, is undoubtedly an invention of odium hereti- 
cal e Had anything of the kind got abroad in Tertullian’s day, even in 
the form of a rumour, he certainly, to judge of his usual practice, would 
not have passed it over without notice. On the contrary, — what may 
be considered the mo6t decided testimony against the truth of this state- 
ment, — he contrasts Marcion’ s disciple, Apelles, on the score of his 
unchastity, with his rigid master. Tertull. Prescript, c. 30. Although 
the Armenian bishop Esnig, of the fifth century*, (whose account of Mar- 
cion has been made known by Prof. Neumann, in a German translation, 
in Ilgen’s Zeitschrift fur historiche Theologie, Bd. IV. J. 1834, 1 St.), is 
a more credible authority for all that relates to Marcion ’s doctrine, winch 
he probably drew from the latter's own writings, yet in his outline of 
Marcion's life he follows the less authentic narratives of the writers 
belonging to his own age. 

X See above, in the history of public worship. 
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confession that men could not pour the new wine of Chris- 
tianity into the old bottle of Judaism without spoiling it. 
But at Borne, too, his Dualistic view of divine revelation 
could not fail to meet with opposition, since the acknowledg- 
ment of one God, and of one divine revelation in the Old, and 
New Testaments, belonged to the essential doctrine of the 
universal church. Rejected by the church at Rome, he was 
driven to give his anti-church tendency the finished shape 
of a self-consistent system, and to found an independent 
church. Hitherto his system had only a practical basis ; — 
the conviction that Christianity had appeared as something 
entirely new, unexpected, and undreamt of in humanity; that, 
it had imparted to it a divine life, to which nothing in human * 
nature had up to that time borne any affinity ; that the 
God who was manifest in Christ had before revealed Himself 
neither in nature, nor in reason, nor in the Old Testament; 
that nothing witnessed of him ; nothing was his work but 
Christianity alone ; — such was the foundation on which Mar- 
cion proceeded to build. The God who had revealed him- 
self in Christ was in his view altogether different from the 
Spirit which had hitherto ruled in the world ; and wherever 
Christianity found admittance, the latter was in all cases to 
be displaced from his throne to make room for a higher 
Spirit. Accordingly Marcion was compelled to distinguish 
from that God hitherto unknown to the world, the God of 
the world and of the Old Testament, and his angels with him. 
Profoundly studying, with this direction of ideas, the epistles 
of his favourite apostle, St. Paul, he might easily believe that 
he found confirmation of these ideas when he read of a God of 
this world, of the princes of this world (&p%ovree rod alufyog 
rovrov ), who, if they had known him, would not have surren- 
dered up the Lord of glory to the death of the cross — of the 
apxatc and c£ovenaic, whom Christ vanquished by his cruci- 
fixion. And it is quite explicable how, by reason of the truth 
which lay at the root of them, these ideas exercised a powerful 
influence over his mind. The ruling spirit of the ante-Chris- 
tian world, so far as that world was not wholly given to evil, was 
to Marcion's mind objectively presented and personified in the 
Demiurge. This being could not understand the new divine 
principle which through Christ was brought into the world. 
The hidden glory in Christ's appearance was something strange 
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to him. He must inflict death on the being who had come 
to destroy his kingdom; but this very death was to bring 
about the dethronement of this Spirit of the World. The 
idea of matter, as the source of all lusts and passions, was 
one of the current notions of his times. It does, therefore, 
in fact, easily admit of explanation how, amidst the intellectual 
atmosphere of this period, Marcion, without any connection 
whatever with the Gnostic sects, might have been led to form 
his system out of his own peculiar Christian convictions. 
Nevertheless, although, for the reasons already hinted at, we 
cannot think that the influence of those sects on his mode of 
thinking was very great, we arc not disposed to deny, what 
the ancients unanimously affirm, that at Rome he attached 
himself to a teacher from Antioch of the name of Cerdo , who 
held to the purely Dualistic Gnosis, and borrowed much from 
him for the completion of his dogmatic system. 

The essential character of Marcion’s mind would make 
him labour more earnestly and assiduously than other 
Gnostics in the propagation of his principles. For while 
others believed it impossible to communicate their higher 
knowledge to any save a small number of Christians, the 
spiritual men , Marcion, on the other hand, was convinced 
that his doctrine was no other than the primitive Christian 
one, which was to come to all men. He must have felt himself 
constrained to communicate to all Christians the light of 
truth which had fallen to his own share. Hence he made fre- 
quent journeys, and spent his life in an uninterrupted series of 
conflicts with heathens and with Christians. To be hated, and 
to suffer, he looked upon as the destination of every Christian. 
“ Fellow objects of hate, and fellow-sufferers ” (avfifuvovptvoi 
Kai <rvvTaka'i7ct*$oi ), was his common form of salutation to his 
brethren in the faith.* He was, perhaps, residing in Rome 
when the aged bishop Polycarp of Smyrna came on a visit to 
the Roman bishop Anicetus.t Marcion, who probably in his 
youth had enjoyed the friendship of Polycarp, and now saw 
him again after many years, went to him and addressed him 
in these words : “ Dost thou remember me, Polycarp ? ” 
But the old man, otherwise so amiable, could not extend 
Ids love to the enemies of the gospel ; and as such Marcion 

* Tertull. c* M. 1. IV. c. 36 ; 1. IV. c. 9. f See vol. I. p. 413. 



MARCION. 


139 


appeared to him, for he was unable to discern the Chris- 
tian element which lay at the root of his very errors. * 
He is said to have replied to him, “ Yes, I remember thee, 
the first-born of Satan.” Tertullian relates f that Marcion 
testified at last his repentance for the schism which he had 
occasioned, and desired to be restored to the fellowship of the 
church ; that this request was granted on the condition that 
he should bring back to the church those whom he had led 
astray, but that his premature death prevented the fulfilment 
of this condition. But the testimony of Tertullian in matters 
of this sort is not of sufficient weight to establish the truth of 
this report. It is very possible that he adopted the story on v 
the credit of some rumour not very well founded. It was 
what men would most desire that the heretic should in the 
end repent of his defection from the church, and yearn for 
readmission to its bosom. But as the continuance of the 
breach which Marcion had made was a feet testifying against 
this supposition, some legend was necessary to reconcile the 
discrepancy. Marcion was too clearly conscious of an oppo- 
sition in principle between himself and the church to allow 
of our believing the story without better warranty for its 
truth. And yet there must have been some ground for such 
things being said of Marcion in particular, and not of the 
other Gnostics. If no conciliatory expression of Marcion’s 
gave occasion to the statement, its remote cause must at any 
rate be sought in a conviction, glimmering through even the 
blinding influence of polemical hatred, that this man stood in 
a very different relation to Christianity and to the Christian 
church from that of the other Gnostics ; — that he was connected 
with both by a tie which could not be sundered by any power 
of intellectual error. 

It now remains for us to enter into a detailed examination 
of Marcion’s system in its later and complete development. 
In its fundamental principles it coincided with the other 
Gnostic systems of the last-mentioned class, but with this single 
difference — that everything is viewed by him on its practical 
rather than on its speculative side, and that the latter element 
is with him a matter of inferior interest. He assumed three 
fundamental principles: 1. An v\rj existing from eternity. 


* Iren. L III. c. 3, s. 4. 


f Prescript, c. 30. 
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2. The perfect, almighty, and holy God, — the God who is 
eternal love ; the Good, 6 dyafldc? who alone is properly to be 
named God ; who, by virtue of his holy nature, is incapable 
of entering into any contact whatever with matter ; creates, 
only by communication of himself, a life in affinity with him- 
self, but does not form it from without. 3. The Demiurge, 
a subordinate being of limited power, intermediate between 
good and evil, who is named God in an improper sense only, 
(as the divine title is just transferred to other beings in Ps. 
62),* who is in a constant conflict with matter, seeking to 
conquer and to fashion it according to his own ideas, but never 
able wholly to overcome its resistance.'!' Matter, with regard 
to which he adopted the common ideas, was regarded by him as 
the stuff furnished for the creative might of the Demiurge ; the 
female potence in relation to the latter. J He described it also 
as the power or the essence of the earth. Out of that part of 
it however which resisted the formative might and the domi- 
nion of the Demiurge, proceeds evil, a wild, ungodlike impulse. 
All this is concentrated in Satan. The distinction between 
true moral perfection, which consists in love or goodness, 
whose essence it is only to communicate itself, only to bless, 
to make happy, to redeem — and mere justice, which metes out 
everything by desert, rewards and punishes, requites good 
with good and evil with evil, which gives birth to mere out- 
ward discipline, can communicate no power of moral enthusi- 
asm, — this was Marcion’s great practical and fundamental idea, 
which formed the nucleus of his whole theory. But between 
love and a justice which revealed itself in punishment he 
found no means of reconciliation. While he gave an exclusive 
prominence to the love of God, the revelation of which in the 
gospel had penetrated his whole soul, he allowed all the other 
divine attributes to retire out of view. Seeking only to insist 
upon that which belonged peculiarly to Christianity, but rend- 
ing it from its connection with its groundwork of the Old 
Testament, he determined to know nothing at all of a retribu- 
tion grounded in the holiness of God, of God’s righteous anger ; 
he lost sight of that which belongs to the essential distinc- 
tions between the theistic position of Christianity and that of 

* Clem. Strom, lib. III. f. 431. Tertull. c. M. lib. I. c. 7-15. 

t Ephr. Syr. Orat. XIV. f. 468, D. $ See Esnig, 1. c. p. 72. 
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the old Nature-religion. And as he comprised in the notion of 
justice (thus severed from all connection with the other divine 
attributes) all those marks which he believed might be derived 
from the Old Testament, as characteristic of the Demiurge, 
that notion itself became to him an inconsistent and self- con- 
tradictory one. The inner coherence and consistency was 
ever in his case more in the heart than in the head . 

Yague and indefinite also, to judge from the accounts that 
are extant, appears Marcion’s conception of the relation 
between the Demiurge and the perfect God,* in respect to 
the origin of the former. As we find among the other 
Gnostics only Dualistic systems — none which assumed three 
principles , wholly independent in their origin — it seems most 
natural to conclude that Marcion also derived the imperfect 
Demiurge through a series of evolutions from the perfect 
God ; a course which, as a consistent thinker, he must have 
felt himself constrained to adopt by his own fundamental prin- 
ciples. Yet it is singular that no one of Marcion’s opponents 
gives any information as to the method by which he connected 
the one with the other, although, in speaking of the systems of 
other Gnostics, this is a point which they never fail to notice. 
We must infer, then, that in his writings he did not himself 
express any opinion on this subject. In fact, there was in his 
system — another circumstance whereby he was distinguished 
from other Gnostics — a w r ant of a doctrine of emanation, 
which must necessarily be presupposed in order to such 
a mediation and derivation.! The predominantly practical 
interest, the unspeculative and unsystematic spirit of Marcion, 
will perhaps account for these lacunce . 

The point of practical importance with Marcion was, in 
short, to assert the absolute newness of the creation by 
Christianity ; to sever every thread of connection between it 
and the world as it had subsisted before. And thus it became 
impossible for him to apprehend in its true significancy this 
new creation itself, since it can be understood only as a restora- 

* The church teacher, Rhodon (Euseb. 1. V. c. 13), says that Marcion 
supposed only two principles, ovo <Lp%as. Esnig, however, ascribes to 
him a Triarchy. 

f That nothing akin to the emanation system of other Gnostics is to 
be found in Marcion seems to follow from the remarks of Tertullian, c. 
Marcion, lib. I. c. 5. 
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tion and fulfilment of the original one. And this is the source 
of the defects of his moral system. 

The Demiurge of Marcion does not work after the pattern 
of higher ideas, of which, though unconsciously, or even 
against his will, he is the organ ; but he is the absolutely 
independent, self-subsistent creator of an imperfect world, 
answering to his own finite nature. To this world Marcion 
assigned also the nature of man, in which he did not, with 
the other Gnostics, acknowledge the existence of any higher 
element. The Demiurge — so he taught — created man, his 
highest work, after his own image, to represent and reveal 
himself. Man’s body he formed of matter — hence his evil 
desires : to this body he gave a soul iD affinity with himself 
and derived from his own essence. He gave him a law as a 
trial of his obedience, with a view either to reward or to 
punish him, according to his deserts. But the limited Demi- 
urge was unable to give to man a godlike principle of life, 
capable of overcoming evil. Man yielded to the seductions 
of sinful lust, and thus with his whole race became subject to 
the dominion of matter and of the evil spirits which sprang 
out of it. From the whole race of fallen humanity the Demi- 
urge selected only one people to be under his special guidance : 
to this people, the Jews, he made a special revelation of him- 
self, and gave a religious polity answering to his own essence 
and character ; consisting, on the one hand, of a ceremonial 
worship attached to external rites — on the other , of an impera- 
tive but defective system of morals, without any inner godlike 
life, without power to sanctify the heart, without the spirit of 
love. Those who faithfully observed this religious law he 
rewarded by conveying them at death to a state of happiness 
suited to their limited natures, in the society of their pious 
forefathers.* But all who suffered themselves to be seduced 
by the enticements of the v\r\ to disobey the Demiurge, and 
all who abandoned themselves to idolatry — a system to be 
traced to the influence of this v — he cast down into per- 
dition .f 

Not powerful enough to make his people supreme and to 
extend his kingdom over the whole earth, the Demiurge pro- 
mised them a Redeemer, a Messiah, by whose means he hoped, 

* Apud inferos, in sinu Abrahami. Tertull. c. M. lib. III. c. 24. 
Clem. Strom, lib. V. f. 546. f See Esnig, I. c. p. 74. 
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in conflict with the hostile powers of the finally to ac- 
complish this end, to gather all the Jews from their disper- 
sion, to bring the heathens and sinners to a strict judgment, 
and conduct his own people to the peaceful enjoyment of all 
earthly felicity in a kingdom embracing the whole worid. 
But the perfect God, whose essence is mercy and love, could 
not suffer this severe sentence to be executed on men whose 
fall was owing to nothing but their inherent weakness. It is 
not consonant with his character to wait, like the Demiurge, 
for merit, but out of his own free love he pities those who are 
alienated from him and lost. He does not begin with giving a 
law, and making man’s destiny depend on his observance or dis- 
obedience of it, but he reveals and communicates himself to 
all who are willing to enter into fellowship with him as the 
fountain of divine life and blessedness. The appearance of 
Christ was the self-manifestation* of the Supreme God, till 
then altogether hidden from this lower creation. 

According to the earlier accounts of Marcion’s doctrine, 
we might suppose that he represented the Supreme God him- 
self as appearing without any mediator in the kingdom of the 
Demiurge, or upon the earth. If so, lie probably had adopted 
himself the theory, so widely diffused in Asia Minor, of 
the Patripassionists,t in which form, too, he perhaps first 
received the doctrine of Christ. This theory was exactly 
suited to his predominantly practical tendency, to the element 
of Christian feeling which in his case prevailed over every 
other. Pervaded by the conviction that Christianity was 
nothing else than the communication of the Supreme God 
himself, that in Christ men have God himself immediately, 
the theory of subordination in the church doctrine of the 
Logos might be offensive to him. In this peculiar tendency, 
then, of his doctrine concerning Christ to simplification, he 
would, as in many other essential points, differ from the other 
Gnostics, whose speculation tended to multiply the hypostases. 
The illegitimate conception that God the Father manifested 
Himself immediately in a human body might easily pass into 
the notion that this manifestation was merely in appearance. 
But however much this inference may be supported by the 

* Tertull. c. M. lib. I. e. 11. 

f Concerning whom we shall speak further in the section relating to 
the formation of church doctrine. 
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accounts which formerly were the only ones known,* we can- 
not any longer venture to hold it now that Bishop Esnig’s 
account has been communicated to the world. For, according 
to this, Marcion expressly distinguished Jesus, as the Son sent 
down from the heaven of the Supreme God, from the latter as 
his Father. And to this distinction Marcion must in truth 
have been also led by the authority of him who, in his estima- 
tion, was the only apostle. 

Marcion’s Docetism was not grounded solely in the view he 
entertained of matter, but was also closely connected with the 
whole essence and spirit of his dogmatic system. According 
to this Christianity necessarily made its appearance of a 
sudden, as an unprepared fragment, having no connection 
with aught besides ; with him, in fact, all of it was sudden . 
His gospel began with the Son of God coming down, in the 
fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, to the city of Caper- 
naum, and forthwith appearing as a public teacher. f 

Jesus, therefore, was not, according to Marcion’s theory, the 
Messiah , promised through the prophets by the Demiurge , 
since, indeed, he wanted many of the tokens of the Messiah 
contained in the prophetical writings; while, on the other 
hand, all that was peculiar in his character and conduct was 
in no wise to be found among the characteristic traits of the 
Messiah announced by the prophets. Marcion attempted to 
exhibit in detail the contrast between Christ as he is repre- 
sented in the gospel history, and the Christ of the Old Testa- 
ment. And herein we see how deeply Christ’s image had 
imprinted itself on his warm heart; but he fell into error 
by requiring that the type presented to the prophetic vision 
under a temporal drapery should correspond exactly to the 
reality of the manifestation. According to Marcion, there- 
fore, when Jesus called himself the Messiah, it was only in 
accommodation to the Jews, from a wish to meet their preju- 
dices and to gain their confidence by adopting some well-known 
form, to which he would afterwards give a higher meaning. + 

* Even when Tertullian (lib. I. c. 19) says in the sense of Marcion, 
concerning Jesus, Descendit de ccelo spiritus salutaris, a distinction 
is implied between the redeeming Spirit and the Supreme God. 

f Tertull. c. M. lib. IV. c. 17. 

I Ut per sollenne apud eos et familiare nomen irreperet in Judasorum 
fidem. L. c. lib. III. c. 15. 
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Vainly to labour to bestow the greatest benefits on men who 
were wholly alien from him was the characteristic of his whole 
life. That Docetism was far from denying the reality of the 
works done by Christ appears from the importance which 
Marcion attached to Christ’s miracles, as acts of His suCcout- 
ing love and signs of His power over the kingdom of the Demi- 
urge. He represents the Supreme God saying to his Son, 
when He sent him down to men, “ Heal their wounds, bring 
their dead back to life, make their blind to see, accomplish 
among them the greatest cures without reward.” * The cha- 
racteristic mark which distinguished the miracles of Christ 
from those of the prophets consisted, according to Marcion, in 
this — that, to compass such effects, he needed no instrumental 
matter, borrowed from the kingdom of the Demiurge, but was 
able to do all by his word and his will alone — a proof this 
of His superiority over the kingdom of the Demiurge. f 
Christ required no prophecies to confirm his divine mission ; 
his self-manifestation by godlike actions above the power of 
the Demiurge to accomplish was an evidence which rendered 
all else superfluous, f 

But as he only required an humble reception of the higher 
element which he came to bestow on men, he naturally met 
with a readier reception among heathens, pressed by a sense of 
their own wretchedness, than among the men who were con- 
tent with their state of imperfection in the kingdom of the 
Demiurge. As to the Demiurge himself, who saw in Jesus 
only the Messiah promised by himself, who, like the Jews, 
held him to be a man like all other men — he looked upon 
him as his own instrument. He must therefore have been 
the more exasperated when he found himself deceived in his 
expectations, and saw him performing works which so far 
exceeded his own power, especially as he could not fail to 

* See Esnlg, 1. c. p. 74. 

f In his Antitheses, the work where Marcion treated of the opposi- 
tion between the Old and New Testaments, this remark occurred : Heli- 
sffium materia eguisse, aquam adhibuisse, et earn septies ; Christum vero 
verbo solo et hoc semel functum curationem statim reprscsentasse. Ter- 
tull. c. M. lib. IV. c. 9. As Christ healed the ten lepers, sine tactu et 
sine verbo, tacita potestate et sola voluntate. L. c. c. 35. 

X Non fuit ordo ejusmodi (preparation by means of prophecy) neces- 
sarius, quia statim se et filium et missum et Dei Christum rebus ipsis 
asset probaturus per documenta virtutum. L. c. lib. III. c. 3. 
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perceive how men would be seduced by this Jesus to revolt 
against his law ; in short that he threatened to destroy that 
very kingdom whose interests he was to have promoted. He 
therefore caused him to be crucified by those whom he employed 
to execute his purposes. 

The heart of Marcion could not foil to be touched by the 
idea of a love that suffered, and conquered through suffering 
-—so great importance did he find the writings of his own 
Apostle St. Paul, attaching to the mediatorial sufferings of 
Christ. This, however, did not harmonize well with his Doce- 
tism. Although, therefore, he could not, according to that 
theory, ascribe any real suffering to Christ, he yet laboured to 
show how this very delusion, designed with reference to the 
Demiurge, conduced to the accomplishment of the saving 
purposes of the Supreme God. 

While the church taught that Satan deceived himself, and 
saw his own power destroyed in consequence of his supposing 
Jesus to be subject, like other men, to death, Marcion simply 
substituted the Demiurge for Satan. We have already 
remarked how he may have fancied that he could find some 
confirmation of this view in the words of the Apostle St. Paul. 
Moreover, he received from catholic tradition the article of the 
descensus Christi ad inferos , and to this perhaps he referred 
the words in St. Paul’s epistle to the Laodiceans (Ephesians), 
iv. 9. But his aversion to the Jews and preference of the 
Gentiles led him to give to this doctrine also another turn, so 
as to make it harmonize with his own system. 

The Demiurge wished to consign to hell him whom he 
placed in the same class with all others that had revolted 
from his empire, but here also he found himself deceived, 
Christ descended there for the purpose of taking to himself the 
poor Gentiles whom the Demiurge had condemned to everlast- 
ing punishment. Finding them possessed of the faith which 
he had not been able to find among the self-righteous Jews, he 
released them from the power by which they had hitherto 
been held in bondage, and raised them along with himself to 
the Father of love in the third heaven.* By this the wrath of 
the Demiurge was excited afresh ; “he eclipsed his sun, and 
veiled his world in darkness ” — an allusion, perhaps, to the 
phenomena which took place at the death of Jesus. 

* Vid. Iren* lib. L c. 27, s. 2 ; cfr. lib. 1. c. 24. Esnig, 1. c. p. 74. 
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Then Christ revealed himself to the Demiurge in his true 
form, and divine essence. Compelling the latter to acknow- 
ledge a higher God above himself, he brought him to a con- 
sciousness of his own guilt, in violating his own laws, and 
shedding the blood of an innocent person, who had shown to 
his creatures nothing but benevolence. Therefore the De- 
miurge must bow before a higher power. 

It seems (although it is a point which cannot be determined 
with certainty) that Marcion taught that the Messianic predic- 
tions of the Old Testament would still be actually accomplished 
in behalf of the believers in the Demiurge. The Messiah pro- 
mised by the Demiurge would yet appear and bring to a rigid 
judgment those who had not been freed from his power by 
faith in the higher Christ, and awakening those who had died 
Righteous according to the Old Testament, would unite them 
all in a millenial reign of earthly felicity. The eternal 
heavenly kingdom to which the Christians belonged would then 
form the direct antithesis to this perishable, earthly kingdom. 
The souls of Christians would lay aside their gross bodies, as 
the bird rises out of the egg, as the seed casts off its shell or 
leaves its husk behind in the earth, and lifts itself in freedom 
to the daylight, or as the ripe fruit drops from the stem.* 
The God of love does not punish ; those, however, who refuse 
to accept the proffered fellowship with him will fall under 
the power of the Demiurge and his avenging justice.*)" 
Whoever, on the other hand, enters into fellowship with the 
Father, through faith in the Son of God, becomes partaker even 
on earth of a divine life superior to the power of the Demiurge 
and of the Hyle. For him there is no longer any judgment. 
Delivered from the power of the Demiurge, he is under 
the special protection of the God of love. Plotinus, in his 
work against the Gnostics, censures, among others, those who 
maintained a irpovoia of the Supreme God which extended 
to themselves but not to the whole world. We are not of 
opinion J that he had the Marcionites particularly in view 
here, but we must at least suppose such a doctrine in the case 
of Marcion. From the whole context of Marcion’s ideas 


♦ Tert. c. M. 1. III. c. 3, 4, et 24 ; 1. IY. c. 29. Ephr. Syr. Orat. 
CII. 6, f. 551 et 552. 

t Abjecti, ab igne creator is deprehendentur. Tertull. c. M. 1. 1. 
oft X See above, p. 34, & c. 

it 2 


c. 28. 
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resulted the antithesis between those who remained subject to 
the Demiurge’s government, and those who, released from his 
power, become objects of the providential care of the Supreme 
God, whom He trains for His kingdom, with whom all things 
shall work together for good, and conduct them onward to the 
end for which eternal love has destined them. Providence, 
both general and special , Marcion must have attributed to the 
Demiurge. But it was that providence alone which has been 
designated by the term providentia specialissima that he 
could attribute to the Supreme God in reference to his 
elect. 

A dogmatical system like Marcion’s, in which the antithesis 
between law and gospel was thus expressed, could not fail to be 
followed by a pregnant system of morals. Accordingly he made 
this distinction between the two — that the former, by its pre- 
* cepts, could not confer on man any true, inward sanctification 
— any power to obtain the victory over sin ; while the latter, 
by faith, brought man into such union with the fountain of 
divine life as must necessarily manifest itself by a triumph 
over sin and by holiness of living. Even Marcion’s warmest 
opponents, who raked together everything bad which could be 
imputed to him, and who refused to acknowledge the essential 
difference between his system and all other forms of Gnos- 
ticism, could not deny that the Marcionites entirely differed 
in their moral conduct from the Gnostic Antinomians — that, 
for example, in their abhorrence of the heathen games and 
pastimes * they came fully up to the standard of the most 
rigid Christians. While many Gnostics, who held an ac- 
commodation to prevailing errors to be allowable, and taught 
that no importance was to be attached to externals, found no 
difficulty in evading the obligation to become martyrs, the 
Marcionites, on the other hand, felt themselves undoubtedly 
bound to bear witness to Christianity, the dearest object 
of their hearts. f We have, in our previous remarks, alluded 
to the inevitable defect in Marcion’s system of morals, which 
had its ground in his peculiar doctrine of the creation and 
the origin of man. The ascetical mode of life which he had 
adopted still earlier, when he was a member of the catholic 

* Tertull. c. M. 1. I. c. 28. 

t See, e. g., Euseb. 1. IV. c. 1 5 ; 1. VII. e. 12. De Martyr. Palsestin. 

e. 10. 



UARCIOX. 


149 

church, and in which, as we observed above, his system found 
a natural point of attraction, was now again Itill further 
promoted by the mature and perfect doctrines of his system. 
He held that the mode of life which, in the catholic church, 
was followed only by a particular class of ascetics, belonged to 
the essence of genuine Christianity; Christians should lead, 
even here on the earih, a heavenly life, pure from all the 
contaminations of matter. Whoever is as yet incapable of 
leading such a life must remain in the class of catechumens, 
and could not yet be admitted to baptism.* * * § 

Marcion, there is no doubt, regarded S. Paul as the only 
genuine apostle — the only one who had remained true to his call- 
ing. He taught that Christ, after revealing himself in his divine 
character to the Demiurge, and compelling him to acknowledge 
a higher power, manifested himself to S. Paul (referring 
doubtless to that revelation of Christ to the apostle of which 
the latter himself testifies), and commissioned him to preach 
the gospel. | All the scriptures of the New Testament except 
the epistles of S. Paul were rejected by him ; not because he 
supposed that they had been interpolated at a later period, but 
because he did not acknowledge their authors to be genuine 
teachers of Christianity. Besides the epistles of S. Paul, he 
made use of a pretended original gospel, which he asserted 
was the record of the evangelical history cited and used by 
Paul himself, i All the other gospels he traced to those 
corrupters of the gospel against whom S. Paul himself had 
warned men. § But here we must not lose sight of the fact 
that it was the older apostles themselves that Marcion re- 
garded as such corrupters. As he supposed in every part 
of the church a corruption of the primitive truth, and the 
image of these Judaizing corrupters haunted him like a ghost, 

* Tertull. c. M. lib. I. c. 34: Quomodo nuptias dirimis? nee conjun- 
gens marem et feminam, nee alibi conjunctos ad sacramentum baptismatis 
et eucharistise admittens, nisi inter se conjuraverint adversus fructum 
jmptiarum. 

t See Esnig, 1. c. p. 75. 

X Perhaps m the apostolical churches of Asia Minor there still lived a 
remembrance of such an evangelical collection which St. Paul had 
brought with him. 

§ See Tertull. c. M. lib. IV. c. 2 et 3. Origenes in Joann. T. V. s. 4 
V. Dialog, de recta in Deum fide in Orig. opp. ed. de la Rue. T. I. 
f. 807. 
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he required that even those religious records whose authority 
he acknowledged in common with the church should first be 
restored to their original state by a critical process of his own, 
which should purge them of every element of J tidaism. What 
he pretended was the original gospel, used by the Apostle 
Paul, seems to have been a mutilated copy of the gospel 
according to S. Luke.* His critical expurgation does not seem 
to have been very consistently carried out, many things being 
allowed to remain which could only be brought into harmony 
with Marcion’s system by resorting to a tortuous exegesis, 
which the prevailing ignorance of the right principles of inter- 
pretation alone rendered possible. 

The Marcionites. 

Marcion differed from other Gnostics in this respect also — 
that while the latter (as Clement of Alexandria has said of 
them) endeavoured to found schools only,f he, on the other 
hand, wished to establish a church, a community. To restore 
the primitive church designed by Christ and founded by the 
Apostle S. Paul was the aim of his life. And being rejected 
by every branch of the catholic church, he was compelled, in 
preaching what he considered the pure doctrine of Christ, 
to found communities of his own4 The generally intelligible 
and practical character of Marcion’s doctrines, the zeal with 
which these principles were promulgated, may have given this 
sect a wider diffusion than any other. Very soon, however, 
differences of opinion necessarily began to manifest themselves 
within it. 

While, in the case of the other Gnostics, their arbitrary 
fictions and great variety of speculations furnished occasion 
for the later disciples to depart in many respects from the doc- 
trines of their first masters, so, on the other hand, the predomi- 
nantly practical tendency of Marcion’s system, with its poverty 

* Detailed investigations into Marcion’s canon-of the New Testament 
would be out of place here. On this subject the learned and ingenious 
inquiries of my friends Hahn and Olshausen may be consulted, as also 
my Genetic development of the Gnostic systems. On Marcion’s gospel, 
see Thilo's edition of the Apocryphal writings of the New Testament, 
T. I. 

f A tarptflett. 

i Concerning the ecclesiae, which were founded by Marcion or his 
disciples, cons. Tertull. c. M. lib. IV. c. 5. 



MABCUS — LUCAS — APELLSS. 


151 

of speculation compared with the other Gnostic systems, was the 
source of changes which his followers introduced, who were not 
so exclusively governed as he was himself by the practical 
interest. In order to supply the defects which many of them 
thought they detected in the system, they adopted* * * § element* 
from other Gnostic systems altogether unsuited to Male ion’s 
theory. Many, like the Marcionite Marcus, * admitted the doe* 
trine of the Syrian Gnosis as to the formation of man ;f accord* 
ing to which the Supreme God communicated to man a portion 
of his own divine life (the w vci/pa), which man however lost by 
sin, — a doctrine at variance with the whole character of the 
Marcionite system. While Marcion probably gave himself no 
further thought concerning the final destiny of the Demiurge 
and of the “ psychical natures,” the Marcionite Lucas, on the 
other hand, thought himself compelled to believe that every- 
thing “ psychical ” was perishable ; but that the npev^arucoy 
only, which participated of the divine life, was immortal. J 

In the ease of Apelles , who abandoned for a long period the 
predominantly practical tendency^of Marcion, and indulged in 
various speculations foreign to tile primitive Marcionite sys- 
tem, the original tendency finally regained its ascendancy in a 
remarkable manner. Tertullian draws an unfavourable pic- 
ture of the moral character of this man ; § but Rhodon, a 
teacher of the catholic church in the beginning of the third cen- 
tury, (whose testimony, as being that of an opponent, is beyond 
suspicion,) fully exonerates him of this charge, for he describes 
him as a person || whose moral character commanded universal 
respect. Probably it was the intimacy which (altogether 
blameless) subsisted between Apelles and PhUumene y a certain 
female theosophist, that furnished occasion for the charge, 
and unfortunately at all times men are only too much disposed to 
misjudge all the actions of him who has once been stigmatized 
as a heretic. The only reproach that can be brought against 
Philumene is that she forgot her mission as a woman, and 
hence was betrayed into fanaticism, — against Apelles, that he 
confirmed her in her delusion, and looked upon the fanciful 
discourses that proceeded from her distempered mind as reve- 

* In the Dialogue de recta fide. Vid. opp. Origen, T. I. 

f See above in the case of the Ophites and of Saturninus. 

j See Tertull. de resurrect, earn. c. 2. Orig. c. Cels. 1. III. c. 27. 

§ Prescript, hacret. c. 30. (1 Euseb. lib. V. c. 13. 
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lotion*, which he gave himself the trouble of expounding.* 
The statement of Tertullian, however, that the protracted resi- 
dence of Apelles in Alexandria effected a change in his Mar - 
cionite views, seems not improbable ; since all we can gather 
from the scattered accounts in Tertullian, Origen, Epiphanius, 
and in the work of Ambrosius, “ De Paradiso,” goes to inti- 
mate a modification of his system, through the influence of the 
Alexandrian Gnosis. And this will account for his having 
brought the visible and invisible orders of the world, the De- 
miurge and the Supreme God, the Old and the New Testa- 
ments into closer connection with each other than Marcion’s 
principles and system could admit. Starting with the prin- 
ciple that the Old Testament came from different authors, partly 
under the inspiration of the Soter, partly under that of the 
Demiurge, and in part under that of the evil spirit, who cor- 
rupted the revelations of the divine things, t he was for 
holding fast the good everywhere. “ I use all the scriptures 
of the Old Testament,” he said, “and gather from them what 
is profitable.” J He appealed to a saying, often cited by the 
ancients, and which, perhaps in the evayy e\iov tca§' 'Efipaiovc 
was attributed to our Saviour, “ Be skilful money-changers, 
ever ready to distinguish the genuine from the counterfeit, the 
true from the false " (ylveer&e SoKipot rpairefirat). While Mar- 
ciou, who was inclined to give an objective value to everything, 
received the whole of the Old Testament as true to the letter, 
but ascribed it not to the Supreme God, but to the Demiurge ; 
Apelles, on the other hand, found in the Old Testament fables 
wholly destitute of truth. § We see exemplified in this man 
the force of any tendency which rules the minds of a parti- 
cular age — the great difficulty, which individuals who would 
gladly emancipate themselves from it, still experience in 
asserting their freedom. Thus Apelles felt the weight of the 
dualistic principle, though he acknowledged its incompatibility 
with Christianity, to which however he saw himself continually 
driven back again by the power that it exercised over his 

* His work of fmnpSruf, which has not reached our times. 

f He endeavoured, in a work which he entitled “ Conclusions,” e-vkko- 
yxcfjLoi, to point out the contradictions in the Old Testament. 

J Xg£ &to srttrnf a^aktyw rk Xfiw/ua. Epiphan. hffires. 44, 

8 . 2 . 

§ MuOhs rk ’Itulmlttv yfinfietra. Orig. c. Cels. lib. V. c. 54. 
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thoughts. Accordingly, at an advanced age he concluded his 
inquiries with the confession that he coula not do otherwise, 
that he felt himself absolutely compelled to believe in One Eter- 
nal God, the author of all existence ; but that scientifically to 
demonstrate how all existence could be traced back to one 
original principle transcended his ability. The church -tfeacher 
Rhodon, a stranger to such mental conflicts, Could not under- 
stand the confession, and laughed at him for professing to be 
a teacher, while at the same time he avowed that he only be- 
lieved, but was unable to prove what he taught. Apelles 
seemed at last to have lost all interest in disputing on these 
matters. “ Let every man,” said he, “ stand fast by his faith ; 
for all that put their trust in Christ crucified shall attain sal* 
vation, if only they prove their faith by their works.” 

APPENDIX. 

I. Concerning the Worship or Cultus of the Gnosis. 

The different directions which Gnosticism followed, and 
which we have thus far contemplated, had great influence also 
on the views which they entertained of divine worship. The 
reaction that sprang out of Gnosticism against every fusion 
of the Jewish and Christian positions, and against the con- 
version of religion into an outward thing, could not fail to 
manifest itself strongly on this particular side. Indeed we 
have already observed this in the declarations of Ptolemy 
respecting festivals and fasts. But the tendency, so opposite 
to the Christian principle of ennobling the natural and the 
human, (which also grew out of the Dualism of the Gnostics,) 
to a total estrangement from the world and to the deadening of 
all human affections, must, when consistently carried out and 
pushed to the extreme, have led to the rending asunder in 
the case of worship of all that Christ had, for man's benefit, 
joined together. And the exaggerated value placed on know- 
ledge in religion — that twilight-knowledge which set up itself 
as the supreme good — was likely to end in a proud contempt 
of all those means of grace which had been furnished to the 
Christian life ; — a similar tendency having in fact, at a still 
earlier period, grown out of the Jewish Gnosis at Alexandria. 
Accordingly among the Christian Gnostics we find those who 
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slid that salvation consisted in knowledge ; that in knowledge 
man hod all that he wanted. As the world of sense had sprung 
out of an alienation from the divine, it was a degradation of 
the transcendent things of God to attempt to represent them 
by sensuous, imperfect, perishable things.* But the same tbeo- 
sophical tendency might also bring with it a symbolical wor- 
ship, full of mysterious pomp and ceremony — as we see in 
the case of the Marcosians,f from whom Irenaeus derives the 
Idealists (mentioned above), who rejected all external rites 
of religion. By virtue of the distinction between a psychical 
and a pneumatical Christianity, they were led to distinguish 
also two kinds of baptism — a baptism in the name of Jesus, 
the Messiah of the psychical natures, whereby believers 
obtained forgiveness of sin aiid the hope of eternal life in the 
kingdom of the Demiurge ; and a pneumatical baptism, in the 
name of the Christ from heaven united with Jesus, whereby 
the spiritual nature attained to self-consciousness and to per- 
fection, and entered into fellowship with the Pleroma. The 
ceremony of baptism and the baptimsal formula probably dif- 
fered, according as the candidate received the first or the 
second baptism, was received into the class of psychical or into 
that of pneumatical Christians. The latter was probably 
accompanied with greater pomp than the former. Accord- 
ing to the Gnostic idea, already explained, that the baptized 
and redeemed pneumatical nature entered into a spiritual 
marriage (syzygy) with its other half in the spiritual world 
(with the angel , i. e., with which it constituted one whole), 
they celebrated this second baptism as a wedding, and deco- 
rated the room where the ceremony took place like a bridal 
chamber. One baptismal formula for the Pneumatics ran 

* Their words are to be found in Irenaeus, lib. I. c. 21, 8. 4: M* $«r» 

to rvf appnrov xeu xopurov ivvaptus putrrrt^iot 3 / opurSv xx) fBxpruv WiriXu- 
ffS’tu m tmumtm, ntt) Tm ayvnrirv* net) atratpulrM V etlffSnruif xxt <r apart km. 
£Tmu rtXtlav gUraXvT(Mrjv xuri »» <r*j * ixtyratrtv roZ appyroc ptyiSov;. Theo- 

doret hsoret. fab. I. c. 10. If the Cajanites, attacked by Tertullian in 
his work “ de Baptismo,’’ were identical with the Gnostic Cainites, with 
whom they are sometimes confounded, these last must also be placed 
in the same class, what, indeed, the general tendency of their teaching 
would also warrant But the reasons alleged by those Cajanites against 
the necessity of outward baptism have no resemblance whatever to the 
wild, fanatical spirit of the Cainites ; and the sect generally exhibits 
none of the Gnostic peculiarities 

f Adherents of Marcus. 
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thus : — “ In the name which is hidden from all the divinities 
and powers (of the Demiurge), the name of truth,* * * § which 
Jesus of Nazareth has put on in the light-zones of Christ, the 
living Christ, through the Holy Ghost, for the redemption of 
the angels, t — the name by which all things attain to perfec- 
tion.” The candidate then said, u I am established add re- 
deemed,} — I am redeemed in my soul from this Vrorld, and 
from all that belongs to it, by the name of Jehovah, who has 
redeemed the soul of Jesus § by the living Christ.” The 
whole assembly then said,“ Peace (or salvation) to all on whom 
this name rests.” Next they bestowed on the person baptized 
the sign of consecration to the priestly office, by anointing 
him with oil (according to the custom of the church). The 
oil employed for this purpose was a costly balsam ; and its 
precious, far-spreading fragrance was intended to be a symbol 
of that transcendent bliss of the Pleroma which had been ap- 
pointed for the redeemed. It is among these Marcosians that 
we first meet with the ceremony of extreme unction. The dead 
were anointed with this balsam mingled with water, and a form 
of prayer was pronounced over them, to the end that the souls 
of the departed, freed from the Demiurge and all his powers, 
might be able to rise to their mother, the Sophia. |J The Ophites 
also had similar forms of adjuration for the departed. To the 
same sect belonged too the well-known mystical table (the 
^laypafjLfia), which contained a symbolic representation of their 
system. 

The reforming tendency of Marcion shows itself also in 
reference to the forms of worship. His simple, practical bent 

* The <La.* * * * 3sj«, self-manifestation of the Bythos. 

t E/V eLyytXiKnt To the same redemption, of which this 

spiritual nature, as well as the angel belonging to it, must partake, in 
order that both might be capable of entering into the Pleroma, which 
neither could do separately, but only in mutual union. 

X ’Errtfp'yfitet/ k a) XiXvrga/uaj. See above on Horus. 

§ I suppose that in the above formula vou ’I should be read instead 

of eti)Tov. . 

|| Iren. lib. I. c. 21. The practice of exorcism at baptism Was in ac- 

cordance also with the theory of the Gnostics respecting the indwelling 

of the various vnipetra vXtxd until redemption. Exorcism (Hi&e i$«***&~ 
fitvov) occurs for the first time, still earlier than in the North African 

church (see above), in the Didascal. Anatol. f. 800, col. II. D. It may 
have been cited here, however, not as a peculiarly Gnostic custom, but 
as belonging to the Alexandrian church generally. 
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kept him remote from that mysticism which delights in out- 
ward pomp and show, but at the same time also from a proud, 
contemplative idealism. His aim in this matter, too, was the 
restoration of the worship of God to its primitiye Christian 
form, and he attacked many of the new regulations as cor- 
ruptions of that original simplicity.* Thus he opposed, 
among other things, the custom of dividing the service into 
the two portions of the missa catechumenorum and the missa 
fidelium. He required that the catechumens should share in 
all the privileges of their teachers, | and not be dismissed at 
the beginning of the prayer which introduced the celebration 
of the Lord's supper ; for he insisted that the holy rite could 
not be profaned by their presence. 

It would indeed be a contradiction with what has just been 
said, if it is true that Mareion was the author of a superstitious 
custom (founded on a mistaken interpretation of 1 Cor. xv. 
29), which practised a vicarious baptism of the living for 
those who had died catechumens ; but it is without reason 
that the introduction of such vicarious baptism is imputed to 
Mareion, to whose simple spirit such a superstition was alto- 
gether repugnant. Even if the practice had become prevalent 
among the Marcionites who in the fifth century had spread 
themselves among the rural population of Syria, still we 
should by no means be warranted to infer from the customs of 
such ignorant and uneducated men, who were hardly capable 
of comprehending the spirit of Mareion, that the practice was 
authorized by himself, t 

* In all probability Tertullian had in view particularly the Marcion- 
ites when he says of the heretics (Prescript, c. 41), Simplicitatem 
volunt esse prostrationem disciplines, cujus penes nos curam lenocinium 
vocant 

t To this j>oint Mareion, by a forced interpretation, applied the pas- 
sage in Gal. vi. 6. See vol. I. p. 454. 

I Tertullian (de res. carnis, c. 48, and adv. Mareion, 1. V. c. 10) by no 
means so expresses himself as if such a vicarious baptism was anywhere 
practised in nis own time, but he only supposes the possibility that such 
a custom existed in the time of the apostle, and that the latter spoke in 
reference to it; and in the latter passage he in fact considers another 
explanation of 1 Cor. xv. 29, as the more probable one. As to Chrysos- 
tom’s remarks on this passage, they can only apply to the ignorant Mar- 
cionites of his own time , but m no wise to Mareion himself and the oldej; 
Marcionites. 



THE MANICHEANS. 


1457 


II. Marti and the Manicheam . 

Christianity had come forth victorious out of its conflicts 
with that reaction of the fundamental principle of the old 
world which we have contemplated in the Gnostic sects. 
Christian Theism had vanquished Oriental Dualism. Gnos- 
ticism had accomplished its destined work. *It had aroused 
men’s minds to a thoughtful appropriation and digestion of 
Christian truth, established a clearer conviction of the pe- 
culiar essence of Christianity and the subject-matter of its 
principal doctrines. After Gnosticism had thus deeply in- 
fluenced the progressive movement of Christian doctrine and 
theology, it retired into the background ; it survived only in; 
its more remote consequences; but it was not till a later 
period that these received their greater significance as re- 
actions against that Jewish- Christian element, when it became 
still further developed. 

When, however, the period of Gnosticism had already 
passed, a new attempt was made, towards the close of the 
third century, by the Persian Mani or Manes, to blend 
together Christianity and the religions of ancient Asia. Such 
attempts were called forth by the intrinsic relation of Chris- 
tianity to those ancient religions. For the facts of which the 
gospel witnesses — redemption, the union of God with huma- 
nity — answer to a fundamental want of man’s religious nature, 
which powerfully revealed itself in those old religions, and 
in fantastic caprice anticipated that which, in the fulness of 
the times, was destined to be given in the form of historical 
reality.* A superficial judgment, or one still entangled in 
the prejudices of the old world, might therefore, in comparing 
Christianity with its ancient religions, lead us to imagine that 
wd found in them the same divine element, only in a more multi- 
form shape. But all becomes a different matter when the 
view is based on a different notion of the Divine Being, and his 
relation to the world, and of creation ; since in all those forms 
of the religion of nature, instead of the idea of a personal, 
living God, such as he declares himself in revelation, the 
Pantheistic conception predominates. Hence the seeming 

* It is in such resemblances of the Christian element in the old reli- 

S ion that Tertullian thought he discovered the ingenia diaboli qusedam 
e divinis affectantis. r 
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resemblance soon transforms itself into an essential difference. 
And if those old religions were, by virtue of such , supposed 
relationship, to be adopted into Christianity, this could only 
be effected by severing Christianity itself from its natural 
connection with the preparatory revelation of religion in 
Judaism, and by fusing it with a Pantheistic religion of 
nature, and thereby transforming Christianity into an entirely 
different thing. 

In this respect mainly Manicheism differs from Gnosticism, 
that in the former the element of an old Oriental theosophy 
introduces itself to a far greater extent into Christianity, 
and so appropriates it as a symbol for ideas foreign to its nature 
as often to make Christian terms appear only as mere acci- 
dents. Moreover, in this system, which grew up in countries 
unreached by the influence of Platonic philosophy and of 
ideas which were derived from such sources Jewish theology 
could not be mixed up with the Oriental theosophy. Through- 
out the Manichean system there distinctly glimmers the Zoro- 
astrian doctrine of the conflict of Ormuzd and Ahriman, which 
we have already observed in the Gnostic systems. No one 
can fail to see that Mani set out from the characteristic prin- 
ciple of the Parsic religious view ; that he was for reconciling, 
for fusing together, the Zoroastrian and the Christian religions. 
The remarks which we formerly made respecting Gnosticism, 
and the opposition of its whole mental tendency to the ori- 
ginal Parsism,* apply to Manicheism also ; indeed it is here 
still more strongly marked. That leaning to a morose estrange- 
ment from the world, which is altogether alien from the 
original Parsism, constitutes a characteristic difference be- 
tween the latter and Manicheism. In Manicheism we find 
the aim to be perfection, the utmost possible estrangement 
from all that pertains to the world ; in Parsism, a plastic influ- 
ence on the world. And this practical opposition stands con- 
nected with a radical difference in the whole view of things. 
According to the original Parsism it is on a pure creation, 
proceeding from Ormuzd, that Ahriman exercises a disturb- 
ing, destructive action. Hence the genuine champidn in the 
service of Ormuzd has to combat this influence. According 
to the Manichean theory there is an evil principle at work 
in the whole of creation, and holding in bondage the elements 
* See above, p. 14. 
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which came from the kingdom of light. Deliverance from 
this bondage, so that the emancipated spirit may once more 
be united with its original source, is therefore the highest 
end. Now it is true that, to account for this radical difference, 
it might be sufficient to suppose that by a mixture of Parrism 
with Christianity, and especially with the Christian prileiple 
apprehended after a one-sided and ascetical manner, the cha- 
racter of Paxteism itself must have undergone great alterations. 
It may be conceived that the commixture of two systems 
might have given birth to a third, wearing in its general 
aspect and in its details a type different from either. .Yet 
there is much in Manicheism — as, for example, the doctrine 
of metempsychosis, of a soul fettered in every part of nature ; 
the reverence shown by the perfect Manichean for all that 
has life, which arose from his belief that the same spirit of 
heavenly origin is more or less straitly imprisoned and con- 
fined in all natural objects ; the cautious fear which it gave 
rise to of injuring even the leaf of a tree — which betrays a 
striking affinity between Manicheism and that religion which 
is the most widely extended in Asia, which, through its insti- 
tutions, akin to the monastkisin of the middle ages, and 
through the feelings of gentleness and of self-sacrificing 
benevolence which it awakened, became to many tribes 
a means of transition from the wildest barbarism to semi- 
civilization — we mean Buddhism.* Moreover we are not 
merely led to this hypothesis by comparing the inner cha- 
racter of the two systems, but there are distinct outward and 
historical indications which go far to show that Mani attached 
himself to Buddhism, having visited countries where the 
Buddhist missionaries and pilgrims had already spread them- 
selves. 

Among the forerunners of Mani, (if we may consider in this 
light one from whose writings Mani is supposed to have 
drawn largely,) Western tradition, which is built on many mis- 
apprehended facts, names Buddas . And of him it relates that 

* In the first edition of my Church History I had allnded only in & 
enrsory way to the relationship of Manicheism and Buddhism ; it is 
the great .merit of Dr. Baur (constituting an epoch in this department 
of history) that in his work on the Manichean system (Tubingen, 1831) 
he has fully exhibited and unfolded this relationship, and thus opened a 
new path for the genetic exposition of Manicheism. 
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ne' pretended to have been miraculously born of a virgin. 
Something similar occurs also in the narratives of the birth 
of Buddha, when he appeared in humanity. Later Mani- 
cheans taught expressly that Mani, Buddas, Zoroaster, Christ* 
and the Sun are the same ;* and this view agrees entirely with 
the Buddhist doctrine that Buddha manifested himself on earth 
at different times, under different forms of human existence, 
either real or apparent, and that in all these different manifes- 
tations he published the same religion. 

Mani is said, moreover, to have retired to a cave in the 
province of Turkistan, and when he came forth from it he set 
up the pretension of having received special revelations. Now 
sacred grottos occupy an important place among the sanc- 
tuaries of Buddhism, and in modern times such monuments of 
this religion have been discovered in the districts bordering on 
Persia and Bactria.f 

It is highly probable that in the public life of Mani two 
epochs ought to be distinguished. And this view of the matter 
seems also to be confirmed by all our historical notices of him. 
In the first, his aim was simply to reconcile and blend together 
Parsism and Christianity ; in the second, he has already in his 
travels become acquainted with Buddhism. From it a new 
light arose upon him, and he supposed that he had now 
attained to a better understanding of the truth in all the three 
religions. Dualism was now, in his case gradually to pass at 
last into the theory of the pantheistic one. For we cannot 
help considering Buddhism (although this view has been 
denied by many in modern times) as one phenomenal phase 
of Pantheism ; as indeed we must regard in this light every 
doctrine which does not recognise God as a self-conscious 
cause of existence, that acts freely and with design. The 
Dualism of Buddhism is of quite a different kind from that of 
Parsism. It is not a positive kingdom of evil that in it stands 
opposed to the kingdom of good, and with a corrupting influ- 
ence insinuates itself into the creation of the latter. But it 
means by Dualism nothing else than that the Divine Being 

* Ti* Z*{*lur neu Btulav ««« r$t Xpvrit »») rov Mxvi%et 40 V xa) rev 

U» rdf airi» il »«*. See Jacob. Tollii insignia itinerarii Italici. 
Traject. 1696. P. 134. 

f See the work of C. Ritter. Die Stupa’s, oder die architektonischen 
Denkraale der indo-baktrischeu Konigsstratse und die Koioese vonBami* 
van. Berlin, 1838. S. 30, u. d. f. 
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is under the necessity of passing out of itself into manifes- 
tation ; and the problem then arises, how from this mani- 
festation it is to revert to pure being. Of this form of Dual- 
ism, in its connection with the pantheistic element, the same 
may be said as was said of the apparent Neo-Platonic Dual- 
ism, described in a former part of this work. There are 
two factors in it — the Spirit or God, and nature or matter. 
When the Spirit passes out of itself into nature, then there 
comes into existence the phenomenal world, the world of 
appearance, of Sansara — the Maia. The Spirit becomes 
more and more numbed in nature, more completely estranged 
from itself, even to entire unconsciousness. In man it has to 
pass through various stages of development and purification 
again before it can be wholly released from the constraining 
bonds of nature. Then being stripped of all limited, indivi- 
dual existence, it becomes conscious of its oneness with the 
primal Spirit, from which all life has flowed, and thereupon 
passes into it. This is to become Nirwana. Thus arises the 
opposition between the Spirit, in its estrangement from itself, 
in the world of manifestation or of appearance (Sansara, 
Maia) ; and the pure being of the Spirit (Nirwana). It is a 
characteristic feature of the Buddhistic mode of view, and an 
evidence of the unity which lay at the root of its Dualism, 
that it describes the highest stage of perfection to be that 
point of consciousness at which Sansara and Nirwana have 
become one ; when the Spirit, no longer affected by appear- 
ances, can energize freely with them, and amidst the world 
of semblance, and recognising it as a semblance, and in its 
necessity, thinks pure being only — the entire oneness of the 
present and the future worlds.* Thus Buddha descends to the 

* This non-difference of Sansara and Nirwana is a main position of 
Buddhistic wisdom > see Schmidt’s Essays on the fundamental doctrines 
of Buddhism, in the Memoirs of the Petersburg Academy of Sciences, 
vol. I. 1832, pp. 223 and 235 ; also, the History of the Eastern Moguls, 
written from a Buddhistic point of view, in the German translation by 
Schmidt, published at Petersburg in 1829, in which (p. 271) it is said 
of a wise man that “he followed the doctrine of the nothingness of all 
things, and attained to the knowledge that there is nothing terrible 
either in Sansara or Nirwana.” We may here compare the language of 
Jacob Bcehmen, which no doubt admits of being understood in another 
sense than that of the pantheistic Buddhism : “ He to whom eternity is 
as tune, and time as eternity, is delivered from all strife.” I have 
chiefly taken for the basis of my statement of Buddhistic doctrines the 

VOL. II. M 
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world of Sattsara for the redemption of the souls imprisoned 
therein, and both are one to him. 

Xn all cases where Mani represented his ideas in images of 
sense, he adopted the Zoroastrian Dualism ; but he introduced 
into them Buddhistic notions. Now we meet with various 
forms of representation in the Manichean system — those in 
which a Persic investiture is the more prominent, and 
which exhibit a kingdom of evil actively attacking the king- 
dom of light ; and those which seem to have more of a 
Grecian colouring, and which are chiefly occupied with the 
opposition between God and matter.* We might indeed 
suppose that the latter mode of representation sprang from a 
transference of Mani’s doctrines into the Hellenic style and 
language. But if we take into consideration the Buddhistic 
principles with which Mani had fused his Zoroastrian ideas, 
we shall rather see in it an original form of apprehension, in 
accordance with the system of Buddha. Moreover, Mani him- 
self may perhaps have expressed himself differently, according 
as he employed conceptions and forms of the understanding, 
after the manner of Buddhism, or adopted the Parsic mode of 
representation, which made use of symbols chiefly. 

If the two systems of religion which Mani combined with 
Christianity are considered in their relation to the latter, the 
whole matter will shape itself as follows. In its doctrine of a 
conflict between the kingdoms of good and of evil, of the mission 
of the servants of Ormuzd to exert a shaping influence on the 
world, and thus to counteract the destructive influence of Ahri- 
man, and also in its doctrine of the final victory awaiting the 
kingdom of light, and of the glorious regeneration of the world 
as well as of the resurrection, the religion of Zoroaster presents a 
point of agreement and union with Christianity. Moreover, the 
central idea of Christianity, the general idea of redemption, 
might probably adjust itself to the need of purification here 
supposed ; but the more precise apprehension of the notion of 
redemption, the doctrine of a personal, historical Redeemer, 

essays of Schmidt just referred to, and those which are found in the same 
Memoirs for the year 1834, vol. II. 

* So says Alexander of Lycopolis, in his work against the Mani- 
eheans in Coxnbefis. Grsecorum patrum auctarium novissimum. 
Paris, 1672, P. II. f. 4, where he says of Mani, fak Irforc S$i, »«2 
vXn*. 
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was something foreign to this system. On the other hand, 
Buddhism testifies most distinctly to the consciousness of the 
need of a redemption, and that too of one to be effected 
through a true entrance of the divine essence into the forms of 
human nature (the incarnation of the Buddha). But^this 
resemblance between Christian and Buddhistic ideas is how- 
ever only in appearance ; for the Christian* notion jof the 
redemption and of the Redeemer is peculiarly qualified by the 
Christian notions of that from which, man is to be redeemed, 
viz. sin, and of Him who is the supreme cause of ihe redemp- 
tion, viz. God. But the Christian notion of sin, which is 
grounded on the freedom of the creature, is quite foreign to 
Buddhism. The world of appearance, the Sansara, in so far 
as it holds the spirit in oppression and confinement, is the 
cause of all evil. Hence the tempter in the theory of Buddh- 
ism, who answers to Satan in the Christian representation, is 
not an intelligence fallen from his allegiance to God, nor even, 
as in the Parsic system, an originally evil principle ; but he is 
the king of the Shimnus (Demons), who stand at the head of 
the third world, or the world or sensual pleasures and of 
changeable forms, who, for the purpose of retaining the souls^ 
in bonds within the Sansara, of preventing them from rising 
to the Nirwana, deceives them with many a delusive show. 
He is, in short, nature personified, which seeks to retain every- 
thing within her enchanted circle, whose enticements the spirit 
must resist in order to attain to freedom. Redemption there- 
fore is the release of the soul from the bonds of Sansara, from 
the circle of the metempsychosis, through which the spirits 
fettered in the bonds of nature must wander — it is the spirit’s 
return to itself. The final end of it is the becoming Nirwana, 
and the means whereby this end is attained is coming to the 
knowledge of the essence of the spirit, and of the world of 
appearance. And as Buddhism knows no personal God, but. 
substitutes in place of him the general notion of spirit, it 
could not entertain the idea of the incarnation of God in a 
determinate person, — of a redemption accomplished by this 
person once for all. On the contrary, it supposes a multitude 
of manifestations of Buddha, which thereupon commence new 
periods in the history of the world. And every man, by freeing 
himself from the bonds of the Sansara, is capable of raising 
himself finally to the dignity of a Buddha ; for in all there 

M 2 
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exists in fact one and the same spirit. In Mam’s doctrine 
of Christ, and of the elect, we find much which is in affinity 
with these views, mixed up however with Parsic and Chris- 
tian ideas. 

In its determination of the ultimate end to which the conflict 
of the kingdom of light with the kingdom of darkness is to 
lead, Parsism approaches nearer to Christianity than Buddhism. 
For, according to the latter, the ultimate end of the redemptive 
manifestations of Buddha is to deprive nature of spirit, and, after 
the spirit shall have gathered to itself every kindred element 
that is held bound under the fetters of Sansara, to accomplish its 
return to the original unity of the universal spirit. We shall see 
how Mani’s doctrine agrees on this head more fully with Buddh- 
ism than with Parsism. On the whole, however, we cannot 
deny, that although Buddhism, besides the notion of redemp- 
tion, contains many isolated practical elements, such as the 
doctrine of self-sacrificing love, self-denial, which might pro- 
perly be combined with Christian ideas, it has, nevertheless, less 
that is in affinity with Christianity than Parsism has ; and that 
the predominant spirit of speculative Buddhism might easily 
exert such an influence on the Christian doctrines brought in 
connection with it, as to deprive them of their true Christian 
import — a remark which we shall find corroborated by a closer 
examination of Manicheism. 

Having convinced ourselves that an outward and inner con- 
nection exists between Manicheism and Buddhism, this result 
will have a tendency to modify our views of the relation 
between several of the Gnostic systems and Buddhism. It 
calls, no doubt, for special caution lest we fall into the error 
of tracing to such outward influences what may be satisfac- 
torily and sufficiently explained by an inward intellectual 
affinity.* Analogies of this sort, having a perfectly internal 
origin, often recur in the historical development of Chris- 
tianity, wherever corruptions of purely Christian truth have 
sprung up. And all these may easily be recognised as 
earlier stages of religious development which here and there 
have mixed themselves up with Christianity ; and to this cate- 

* Thus Schmidt in his Essay on the affinity of Gnostico-theosophic 
doctrines with the religious systems of the East, especially Buddhism 
<Leipsic, 1828 ), has evidently gone too far in this respect 
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gory belongs also the pantheistic element of Buddhism.* * * § But 
now, as we find in Manicheism so much that is in affinity with 
the earlier Gnostic systems, and as the derivation of the former 
from the influence of Buddhism is historically established, the 
question may perhaps arise whether we ought not to suppose a 
common source from which those earlier systems drew as well 
as this last ? f * 

We will then first of all cast a glance at the early educa- 
tion of Mani. With regard to his history, we possess two 
distinct sources of information, which agree in only a few 
particulars, while in all other respects they are in direct con- 
tradiction to each other — a Greek and an Oriental version of 
it. The account of Cyril of Jerusalem, of Epiphanes, of the 
ecclesiastical historians in the fourth and fifth centuries, all 
point to one common source { — the Acts of a disputation said 
to have been held with Mani by Archelaus bishop of Cascar.§ 
But those Acts have come down to us, to say the least, in a 
very questionable shape. With the exception of some few 
fragments which have been preserved in the Greek, they 
appear only in a Latin translation from the Greek, which wa& 
perhaps nothing more than an unfaithful version from the 
Syriac. || These Acts manifestly contain an ill-connected 

* When, in the legends of Buddhism, it is related of a Buddha 
that he addressed birds and fishes, who most devoutly listened to him, 
and that he thereby prepared the way for the emancipation of the 
spirits imprisoned in these creatures from the bonds of Sansara, the 
story is entirely consistent with the religious consciousness of this pan- 
theistic theory. But, on the other hand, when we find a similar story 
in the life of St. Francis, we only see in this latter case how near the 
aberration of an eccentric religious feeling may verge on a position 
which is wholly foreign to and inconsistent with the Christian con- 
sciousness. [See also the Life of S. Philip Neri of the Oratory. — Eng. Ed.] 

t For example, the gradual despiritualizing of the world in the 
Ophitic system ; the thoroughly Buddhistic idea that he who has attained 
to the Nirwana in the midst of the Sansara is lord over the latter, can 
perform all miracles ; in Carpocratianism, that he is even superior to the 
mundane deities, who are beings still subject to change. 

X Eusebius, who wrote before this source of information became 
known, was unable to say anything relative to Mani's personal history. 

§ If there is no mistake here in the name, — if it was not rather 
Carrhse (I’JH), in Mesopotamia, — according to what we must allow 
to be a very uncertain conjecture. 

|J Jerome reports (De vit. illustr. 72) that these Acts were written 
originally in Syriac; but the first oriental author who shows any 



166 


hanz's life 


narrative, savouring in no small degree of the romantic. 
Although there is some truth at the bottom of it — as, for 
instance, in the statement of doctrine there is much that wears 
the appearance of truth, and is confirmed also by its agree- 
ment with other representations — still the Greek author seems, 
from ignorance of Eastern languages and customs, to have 
introduced a great deal that is untrue, by bringing in and 
confounding together discordant stories, through an uncritical 
judgment and exaggeration.* How difficult it was for a 
Greek to enter into national peculiarities wholly foreign to 
his own is but too well known. 

In some few points we may, even with the scanty means 
we possess for deciphering this historical enigma, trace the 
misapprehensions which lie at the bottom of these stories. 
The first origin of the Manichean doctrines is derived from a 
Saracen merchant, Scythianus by name, who, it is said, by 
many journeys to Asia, Egypt, and Greece, had accumulated 
a large fortune, and at the same time acquired an intimate 
knowledge of the Oriental and the Grecian philosophies. 
This Scythianus is said to have lived near the times of the 
apostles — a statement indeed which the story itself proves an 
anachronism ; for otherwise Mani would have lived but a few 
generations after the same period. The heir and disciple of 
Scythianus is said to have been a certain Terebinth, who after- 
wards called himself Buddas. We have already stated what, 
without any question, is to be understood here by the name 
Buddas. f Now if it is clear that by Buddas we are not to 

.acquaintance with these Acts was Severns, the bishop of Asmonina in 
Egypt, who wrote about the year 978. See Renaudot, hist. Patriarch. 
Alex. p. 40. His account diners, however, in many respects, from die 
revision of the Acts which has come down to us. It is indeed much 
more simple ; a feet which seems to show that his copy of the Acts 
was not the same with ours, but another of the same kind, and perhaps 
the original from which ours has been derived. Heraclian bishop of 
Chalcedon says (Photius, cod. 95) that a certain Hegemonius was the 
compiler of those Grecian Acts. 

* Beausobre properly rejected the Western narratives, whose want of 
authenticity he satUfectorily proved, and confined himself wholly to 
the Oriental. The objections urged by Mosheim against this course 
possess but little force. 

f It has been justly observed that the Greek name is 

perhaps only a translation of the Chaldee NDKH3, by which the 

Targums render the Hebrew word which the Alexandrians again 
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understand any historical person, the name of Scythian also, as 
such a designation, becomes equally suspicious. One is natu- 
rally inclined to take it as simply a geographical name refer- 
ring to those nations among which Buddhism first extended 
itself. However, we shall not venture to express a decided 
opinion on the point, especially as letters of Mani, addr*sed 
to a person of this name, are cited.* * 

The Oriental narratives possess much more of internal con- 
sistency. They are found, it is true, in historians of much 
more recent date than the Grecian sources ; but the Oriental 
writers have undoubtedly availed themselves of older records, 
in using which, moreover, they were not liable to fall into the 
same errors with the Greeks. t 

Rightly to understand the phenomenon of such a man as 
Mani, we must figure to ourselves the circumstances and rela- 
tions under which he was educated. By birth he was a Per- 
sian ; but it is a question whether in this case Persia is to be 
understood in the strict sense, or whether it refers only to 
some province belonging to the great Persian empire. In 
favour of the latter interpretation is the fact that Mani com- 
posed his works in the Syriac language ; from which it might 
be concluded that he was a native of one of those provinces of 
the Persian empire where Syriac was the vernacular tongue. 
This fact, however, by itself, proves nothing ; for even with- 
out this inference it would easily admit of being explained if we 
suppose that the Syriac, through the intimate connection of 
the Persian Christians with the Syrian church, had very 
early become the written language of the Persian theolo- 
gians. In which case Mani may have been induced to employ 
this language (although it was not his vernacular tongue), 

translate Tm/SA&w. Another hypothesis has been started by Ritter, in 
the work above referred to, p. 29, viz. that the Grecized name Tere- 
binthos is based on a predicate of Buddha, originating in those countries 
where Mani became acquainted with Buddhism, — Tere-Hintu, lord of 
the Hindoos. It is a point on which nothing certain can be ascertained. 
Possibly Terebinth may have been on historical person, to whom many 
things ascribed to Buddha had been transferred. 

*Vid. Fabricii bibl. Grroc. yol. VII. f. 316. 

t The oriental narratives in Herbelot’s Bibliothfeque Orientals, sub v. 
Mani, — in the Persian historian Mirkhond’s History of the Sassanides, 
cited in Silvestre de Sacy, Memoires sur diverses Antiquites de la Perse. 
Paris, 1793. In Abulpharag. and Pococke, Specimen hist. Arab. 
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bjr the hope of promoting by this means the introduction of 
his doctrine into other countries. He is said to have sprung 
from a family of the Magians (the Persian sacerdotal caste) ; 
at the age of manhood, if these statements are trustworthy, 
he embraced Christianity, and became presbyter of a church 
in Ehvaz or Ahvaz, the chief city of the Persian province 
Huzitis. At any rate, it is probable that Mani had been 
educated in the religion of Zoroaster, and embraced Christi- 
anity at some later period of life. 

We are not sufficiently informed with regard to his early 
history to be able to determine whether, in the first instance, 
he abandoned the religion of his fathers and embraced Chris- 
tianity from an honest conviction, and afterwards, offended at 
the form which the teaching of the church had given to it, he 
returned in his soul to the fundamental ideas of his earlier 
religion, under the belief that by being combined with these 
Christianity first assumed its true and proper light ; or whether 
from the very first he had been attracted to Christianity by 
its affinity to many Persian views, without noticing the essen- 
tial difference which might exist among similar ideas, accord- 
ing to the peculiar sense and position they assumed in Chris- 
tianity or in the Persian religion. In the latter case he was 
from the beginning simply trying to construct a religious 
system of his own, by fusing together Persian and Christian 
elements. 

The reestablishment of their ancient empire, upon the ex- 
pulsion of the Parthians, had called forth a desire among the 
Persians to purify the religion of their fathers from all foreign 
elements, and restore it to its original splendour. Consequently, 
disputes arose as to what was to be considered the pure doc- 
trine of Zoroaster; especially on several points which had 
been left undecided by the previous religious tradition, as, for 
example, whether a primal essence was to be supposed, exalted 
above the two conflicting principles. Deliberations were held 
for the purpose of investigating the questions in dispute ; and 
pretended prophets arose, who \fere for settling every diffi- 
culty by divine inspiration.* The religion of Zoroaster, 
which now acquired fresh power, and set itself in opposition 
to all the foreign religions that had before been tolerated, was 

* See Hyde, Hist. Relig. vet. Pers. p. 276. Memoires sur diverges 
Antiquity de la Perse, par S. de Sacy, p. 42. 
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brought into collision also with Christianity, which under the 
Parthian government had been suffered to advance undisturbed. 
Amidst such circumstances, the thought might occur to one 
of a lively and profound mind, like Mani, that he was called 
to work such a reformation of Christianity, which an inter- 
mixture of Judaism had corrupted, as should sever it from 
its connection with the latter, and bring it into more inti- 
mate union with ideas of the Zoroastrian religion. Mani 
— as was afterwards done by Mohammed — gave himself out 
to be the Paraclete promised by Christ.* * * § Hereby he in 
no wise understood the Holy Ghost, but a human person, .an 
enlightened teacher promised by Christ, who was further to, 
develop the religion revealed by him, in agreement with his>* 
spirit, and purifying it from the corruptions of Ahriman, espe- 
cially from those which had sprung from its combination with 
Judaism, to lead the faithful to a conviction of those truths 
which in the earlier times men were not in a condition to 
understand. By him that perfect knowledge was to be given 
of which Paul had also spoken as a knowledge reserved for 
some future period, 1 Cor. xiii. 10. f Accordingly Mani could 
consistently denominate himself at one and the same time the 
promised Paraclete and the apostle of Christ. Accordingly 
the letter in which he designed to unfold the fundamental 
doctrines of his religious system (the epistola fundamenti, 
which was so famous among the Manicheans) opened with the 
following words: “Mani, called to be an apostle of Jesus 
Christ, through the election of God the Father. These are 
the words of salvation from the eternal and living fountain.” J 

He first came forward with these pretensions towards the close 
of the reign of the Persian king Shapur I. (Sapor), circa 270 
A.n. To an ardent, profound mind, and lively imagination, he 
united varied knowledge and practical skill in the arts, of 
which he availed himself for the purpose of diffusing his doc- 
trines. He is said to have been distinguished among his 
countrymen as a mathematician and astronomer ;§ as a painter 

* See Mirkhond in Sacy, p. 504.— Tit. Bostr. c. Manich. lib. III. in 
Canisii, lect. antiq. ed. Basnage and Galland. bibl. patr. T. V. f. 326. 

t See Acta cum Felice M&nichieo, lib. I. c. 9. Opp. Augustini, 

T. VIII. , % Augustin. c. epist. fundamenti, c. 6. 

§ He, however, possessed no great knowledge, doubtless, in these 
sciences. • Yet it i6 highly probable that a good deal in his system stood 
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the feme of Ms talents long survived in Perm. In the outset 
be succeeded in gaining the favour of the prince ; but when 
bis heretical doctrines, as they were regarded by the Magians, 
came to be known, he was obliged — if any confidence can be 
placed in the later legends, and if the hypothesis was not in- 
vented to account for the different portions of his doctrine — 
to seek safety from persecution by flight. He now made dis- 
tant journeys to India, and even to China ; and dwelt for a 
long time in Turkistan. At all events, his longer residence 
in the latter province seems to have had an important influence 
on the ultimate shape of his opinions. For it was here that he 
became acquainted with Buddhism, which acquired so great 
an influence on his mind as to give a peculiar stamp to his 
whole way of thinking, and to make him embrace the wide 
scope of blending together all the three religions. From 
one of the grottos consecrated to Buddhism he issued forth 
with those symbolical pictures which were designed sensibly 
to set forth the doctrines which, as he pretended, had been 
made known to him, in his retirement, by divine revelations. 
These symbols were long preserved in lively remembrance 
among the Persians, under the name of Ertenki-Mani. 

After the death of Sapor, a.d. 272, Mani returned to Persia, 
where, together with his pictures, he was well received by 
Hormuz (Hormisdas), Sapor's successor. The latter assigned 
to him, as a safe place of residence, the castle of Deskereh, at 
Chusistan in Susiana. But this prince, after a reign of less than 
two complete years, was succeeded by Behram (Varanes). He 
also at first evinced a favourable disposition towards Mani, 
but perhaps only in appearance, and with a view to lull him 
and his followers into security. He caused a disputation to be 
held between Mani and the Magians, which resulted in Mani 
being pronounced a heretic. Refusing to recant, he was flayed 
alive, 41 and his skin stuffed and hung before the gates of the 
city Djondishapur, a.d. 277, t as a terror to his followers. 

Let us now proceed to unfold the Buddhist-Zoroastrian- 
Christian system of doctrine taught by Mani. 

closely connected, when divested of its mythical dress, with a partial and 
defective knowledge of these sciences. 

* A cruel mode of punishment, which was doubtless resorted to in the 
East. 

f The chronology la this case is, it must be admitted, quite Uncertain. 
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It is still a disputed question whether, in the doctrine of 
Zoroaster, absolute Dualism is the starting-point, and conse- 
quently whether the hypothesis of a common principle from 
which both Ormuzd and Ahriman were to derive their being! 
viz. time without end and without beginning, the Zervan Aca- 
rene (answering to the Gnostic aeon, /3v$oc, and to the Neo- 
Platonic op), arose out of a speculative need of reducing the 
duality to a higher unity ; or whether the recognition of such a 
primal unity was the original doctrine, which, however, before 
the predominance of a dualistic theory in life, had been driven 
in the background of the consciousness. From the procla- 
mation, still extant,* * * § of Mihr Nerseh, the Persian general 
and grand-vizier, published upon his invasion of Armenia, 
a.d. 450, it is clear that at that date the acknowledgment 
of a primal essence, which existed before the contrariety mani- 
fested itself in creation, was an article of the Persian orthodoxy. 
We find here a view of the matter which is akin to that 
Gnostic scheme that reduced Dualism to a unity, | and sup- 
posed the contrariety of good and evil to be somehow neces- 
sary in the evolution of life from God. The first germ of 
evil is in this document derived from the supreme essence, 
from the great god Zervan himself. This is the Perchance , 
which God spake, the principle of doubt, of uncertainty, 
which must once make its appearance, before all could shape 
itself into a certain and stable existence.} The opposite 
doctrine of an absolute Dualism was maintained by the 
Magusseian sect,§ and the latter was followed by Mani. 

* First communicated by St Martin in his Mdmoires historiques et 
gtfographiques sur l’Arm^nie, Paris, 1819, T. II. p. 472, — but more 
fully after another recension, in the History of the religious wars be- 
tween Armenia and Persia, composed by the Armenian bishop Elisteus, 
and translated from the Armenian into English by Prof. Newman. 
London, 1830. P. 11, ff. 

f See above, p. 15. 

1 This remarkable view is expressed in the following language : — 
“ Before heaven or earth existed, the great god Zervan prayed a thousand 
years, and spake : * Were I perchance to obtain a son, Vormist (Ormuzd), 
who will create heaven and earth?' and he begat two in his body, 
one by virtue of his prayer, the other because he said perchance .** The 
first was Ahriman, the son of doubt, the principle which makes every- 
thing a question. We here perceive the fountain-head of later Christian 
sects, in which Satan was designated as the first-born. 

§ See Shahristani, in Hyde, 1. c. p. 295. 
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Thus he was able to transfer the Persian Dualism to the 
Buddhist opposition of spirit and matter. 

Accordingly he supposed two principles, absolutely opposed 
to each other, with their opposite creations ; on the one side 
God, the original good, from whom nothing but good can 
proceed, and from whom all destruction, punishment, corrup- 
tion is alien ; the primal light, from whom pure light radiates ; 
— on the other side, original evil, which can work only by 
destroying, decomposing, — whose essence is wild, self-conflict- 
ing tumult ; matter, darkness, out of which flow powers of an 
wholly correspondent nature, — a world full of smoke and 
vapour, and at the same time full of fire that only burns but 
shines not. These two kingdoms subsisted at first wholly 
separate from one another. The Supreme God was the king 
of the empire of light, as the original source of an emanation- 
world in affinity with himself; and most nearly connected 
with him were the .iEons, the channels for the diffusion of 
light from that primal light, to whom, as representatives of 
the Supreme God, his name was transferred ; who therefore 
might be styled deities, without detracting from the honour 
due to the primal essence alone.* In the letter in which 
Mani set forth the fundamental doctrines of his religionf he 
thus describes this Supreme God at the head of his kingdom 
of light :% “ Over the kingdom of light ruled God the Father, 
eternal in his sacred race, glorious in his might, the truthful 
by his very essence, ever blessed in his own everlasting being, 
who bears within him wisdom and the consciousness of his 
life, with which he embraces the twelve members of his light, 
that is, the transcendent riches of his own kingdom. In each 
of his members are hid thousands of countless, immeasurable 
riches. But the Father himself, glorious in his majesty, 
incomprehensible in his greatness, has united with himself 
blessed and glorious -dEons, who neither in numbers nor in 
greatness can be estimated, with whom this holy and most 
glorious Father lives, — for in his exalted kingdom no needy 
or feeble being dwells. But his resplendent realms are 
founded on the blessed earth of light, in such wise that no 
power exists by which they could ever be destroyed or 

* Like the Amshaspands, Ized of the Parsian religion, 
f The epistola fundamenti. 

X Augustin, contra epist. fundamenti, c. 13. 
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shaken.”* * * § The powers of darkness were contending in wild 
rage with one another, when in their blind struggle they 
approached so near to the realm of light, that a gleam from 
that hitherto unknown kingdom reached them for the first 
time. They now forgot their mutual strifes, and, involuntarily 
attracted by the splendour of the light, combined wit® one 
another to force their way into the kingdom of light, with 
a view of appropriating some of this light.t Now there 
seems to be something inconsistent in Mani, when, after having 
ascribed to the empire of light an unshaken stability, he pro- 
ceeds to speak of a danger threatening it, which rendered 
precautionary measures necessary, and could thus express 
himself : — " Then the Father of the most blessed light be- 
holds a vast desolation proceeding from the darkness, and 
threatening his holy JEons, unless he opposed to it an extra- 
ordinary divine power,} at once to conquer and destroy the 
race of darkness — so that, after its destruction, the inhabitants 
of the light might enjoy tranquillity. ”§ Simplicius and Evo- 
dius have in fact here accused him of contradiction ; but 
this charge applies rather to the mythical or symbolical form 
in which it is represented than to the train of thought which, 
is therein embodied. The fundamental thought with Mani, 
as with the Gnostics, is this, — that the blind force of nature, 
which resists the godlike element, tamed and subdued by its 
mixture with it, must finally be rendered altogether power- 
less. And accordingly Mani passes from the Zoroastrian 
theory into the Buddhist, — that nature, by degrading, dis- 
sipating, and fettering the spirit, was to bring about its own 

* This earth of light Mani did not conceive to be anything distinct 
from the supreme, primal essence, but to be simply a shaping of the one 
divine light-essence. 

t It is easy to discern the fundamental idea here — that the evil principle 
is in conflict with itself, and becomes one only in struggling against the 
good; such is the attractive power which the good exerts on evil itself; 
— an idea, it must be allowed, in direct contradiction with the dualistic 
theory of an absolute evil. 

} Aliquod nimium ac procclarum et virtute potens nomen. In the 
Zoroastrian system, also, the Amshaspands are represented as armed 
champions for the kingdom of light. 

§ The epwtola fundamenti, in the work De fide contra Manichscos, c. 
11, of which Evodius, ' bishop of Uzala in Numidia, was perhaps the 
author — to be found in the Appendix to the eighth volume of the 
Benedictine edition of St. Augustin. 
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dissolution, and the final result would be, that of nature thus 
unspiritualized nothing would remain but the dead residuum, 
and this would fall a prey to utter annihilation.* To this 
last result of all, according to the Buddhistic view of the 
world, Mani indeed, in his doctrine of final causes, did not 
proceed, as we shall see. 

The ruler of the kingdom of light, in order to guard Its 
boundaries, caused the JEon, Mother of life , to emnate from 
himself.t The name of this Genius points out that it stands 
for the highest mundane soul , — that the divine life was to 
separate itself from the unity of the realm of light, and in 
the conflict with the ungod like element was to resolve itself 
into individual existences. The mother of life, like the avu> 
ao+la of the Valentinian system, could not as yet be affected 
by the kingdom of darkness. Here too we find the distinction 
between the higher mundane soul belonging to the kingdom 
of light, and a reflection of it, which mixes itself with the 
kingdom of darkness. { This mother of life generates the 
primitive man , with a view to make him an opponent to the 
powers of darkness — the same idea of the dignity of man’s 
nature which we previously observed among the Gnostics.§ 
The primitive man, together with the five pure elements, fire, 
light, air, water, and earth enters upon the conflict. Here 
we again recognise ideas borrowed from Parsism — the reve- 
rence of an originally pure nature, which had only been cor- 
rupted by the interference of Ahriman. Moreover, according 
to the Parsian doctrine, a life which had flowed out from the 
kingdom of light is acknowledged to exist in the original 
elements. They were summoned to act as fellow-combatants 
against Ahriman’s destroying influences, by means of their 

* See Schmidt’s Essay on the thousand Buddhas. See the Memoirs 
of the St. Petersburg Academy, 1884, vol. II. p. 66. 

$ Simplicius (in Epictet. f. 187, ed. Salmas.) aptly describes the 
M&nichean doctrine in this respect : oSn to *(£tov dyetSov xuxune&ett 
'/,'tytvrt*, ovrt rot oiXXot iyecSa rd *’{*«’*%*'* etvrSt <a t»io ftttri^ot rrjs 
xmt too hifitot^yoo (the vnufui) xa) Tout Ui7 aluvaj. 

§ The VT0TTOS alvSfvros of Mani may be compared with the <r£o«» 
&*${*** f or the Yalentinians, the Adam Kadmon, and especially the 
Kajomorts of the Zendavista, respecting whom many similar things are 
there said. It is quite probable that Mani adopted this Parsian idea 
into his system ; and we shall hereafter see how he might have found 
something of a kindred nature even on this point in Buddhism. 
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fructifying, life-giving power. But this was, however, an 
element at variance with the Buddhistic view of nature ; and 
we cannot fail to recognise in it the preponderant influence of 
the Zoroastrian spirit Yet this is modified in Mani by the 
fact that in this doctrine matter does not mean the elements 
of actual nature, but the elements of a higher world— ^hat 
which is itself— a radiation and form of the manifestation of 
the divine essence.* When Mani opposes to the five pure 
elements of the kingdom of light the five elements of the 
kingdom of darkness, the only question is, whether the funda- 
mental idea is that evil is ever the distorted image and coun- 
terfeit of the good, or that from the kingdom of light forms 
must go forth to the conflict with the kingdom of darkness, 
■which seem like those of the latter. At all events, it was 
necessary to explain how visible nature arose because of 
matter, or the kingdom of darkness, having seized upon part 
of the divine essence or elements of the spiritual substance ; 
and this again is a point which corresponds entirely with the 
Buddhistic scheme. 

But the primitive man is worsted in the conflict ; he is in 
danger of falling into the kingdom of darkness ; in this strait 
he prays to the ruler of the kingdom of light ; and the latter, 
to assist him, causes the living spirit to emanate.} This 
Spirit raises him up once more to the kingdom of light ; but 
meanwhile the powers of darkness liad succeeded in swallowing 
a part of the luminous essence of the first man, part of his 
armour. And this is the mundane soul , now mixed with 
matter.} Here again we perceive the affinity of Mani’s ideas 
with those of the Gnostics ; for, according to the latter, the 
icarw aofyla was, it is true, delivered from the kingdom of 
the Hyle by the Soter sent to her assistance ; but in the m ean 
while a seed of the. divine life had fallen into matter, and 
consequently must now go through a process of purification 
and development. And so it invariably comes about, that by 
the magical power of the divine life, of the light of the soul, 
or of the spirit, the wildly tumultuous kingdom of darkness is 


riementa nihil aliud quam substantia Dei. Augustin, 
contra Faustum, 1. XI. c. 3. 

Jit? occurs also in the Gnostic systems, -which con- 

tain a good deal that is analogous to Manicheism. Actis Tbomaj, ed. 
Thllo > P* 17 ‘ X The Mfrm. 
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in time tamed in spite of itself, and finally rendered power- 
less.* The subjugation of that tumultuous and blind Nature- 
power is in fact the end aimed at in the creation of the world. 
Mani, it is said, attempted to illustrate his doctrine by the 
following parable. A good shepherd sees a lion about to 
rush into the midst of his flock. He digs a pit, and casts into 
it a ram ; the lion ravenously springs to the spot to devour 
his prey, but in so doing falls into the pit, from which he 
cannot extricate himself. The shepherd, however, contrives 
to deliver the ram, and keeps the lion confined in the pit, thus 
rendering him harmless to his flock. | In a similar manner 
the kingdom of darkness is rendered harmless ; the souls it 
has devoured are finally delivered and restored to their native 
clement. 

After the living spirit had again raised man to the kingdom 
of light he began his preparations for purifying the souls 
which had been mixed up with the kingdom of darkness; 
which is the final cause of the entire creation, and the end 
aimed at in the whole course of the world 4 That part of the 
soul which had not been affected by its mixture with matter or 
the nature of darkness he raised above this earth, and placed 
it in the sun and the moon, that from thence it might send forth 
its influence to release and draw r back to itself, through the 
refining processes of the evolution of vegetable and animal 
life, the kindred soul diffused through all nature, and held in 
bondage by the kingdom of darkness. 

Conformably with his mixed Buddhistic and Zoroastrian view 
of the world, Mani saw the same conflict of Ormuzd and 
Ahriman, of spirit and of matter, the same process of purifica- 
tion, going on in the physical no less than in the moral world. 
But in working out this principle he confounded together the 
physical and ethical elements, in contradiction to the essence 


* Titos of Bostra (c. Manich. lib. I. c. 12) well describes the Mani- 
chean doctrine in the following words: *0 luvetfuv d*»rrixxu 

T/»a, <pt>Xx%ousa¥ /jav hiSiv reut re 2* aXv Sis 3 i A < a { i top tv nv 

tit d*evr*e* r? uXy 9 »<p ( ev ir pdv, il'tSt, r^exev nvee 

f Disputat c. Archelao, c. 25. ^ This parable wears every mark of 
being genuine ; it is at least quite in the spirit of Manicheism. 

% As, in the Valentinian system, the Soter first puts forth his influence 
after he has been raised to the Sophia. 
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of Christianity, which, by freeing 1 religion entirely from the* 
mere intuitions of nature', distinctly separated these two ele- 
ments. As in the Persian religious system the sun and moon 
hold an important place in the conflict in the physical and 
spiritual worlci between Ormuzd and Ahriman, and in carrying- 
on the universal process of development and purification, so 
they do also in the system of Mani. Almost everything' 
that Zoroaster taught of Mithras, as the Genius (Ized) of the 
Sun, was by Mani transferred to his Christ — the pure soul, 
sending forth its influence from the sun and from the moon. 
Representing the soul as having sprung from the primitive 
man , he applied in this sense the biblical name “ Son of 
man ” (vice hvdp&Trov). And as he distinguished between 
the pure and free soul which is enthroned in the sun, and its 
kindred soul which is diffused throughout nature, and corrupted 
by its mixture with matter, so he drew a similar distinction 
between a son of man superior to all contact with matter 
and incapable of suffering, and a son of man, so to speak, 
crucified in matter and suffering.* Wherever the scattered 
seed burst forth from the dark tomb of the earth, unfolding 
itself into a plant with its blossom and its fruit, Mani beheld 
the triumphant evolution of the principle of light, gradually 
working its way onward to freedom from the bondage of 
matter. He saw therein the process by which the living 
soul, which had been imprisoned in the members of the Prince 
of Darkness, sets itself loose from confinement, rises to 
liberty, and mingles with its congenial element the pure air , 
where the souls completely purified ascend to those ships of 
light — the sun and moon — which are waiting to transport 
them to their native country. The soul, however, that still 
bears upon it various blemishes and stains is attracted to them 
only partially and gradually by the force of heat, being incor- 
porated in the mean while with all kinds of trees, plants, and 
crops. 

This much will serve as a specimen of his mystical philo- 
sophy of nature, which is presented sometimes in strange 
myths, not always most decent, though containing nothing 
offensive to an Oriental imagination — sometimes dressed in 
Christian expressions. Thus the Manicheans could speak of* 
a suffering son of man hanging on every tree— of a Christ 
* The vies dvfyureu IpraSris and the vies <Lv§0**$v k*e&nt. 

VOL. II. If 
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cnuc&ed hr every soul, and in the entire world. They could 

C tiuta own interpretation to the symbols of the suffering 
of lien in. the Lord’s supper; With equal, and even 
with still greater propriety (for this confounding of religion 
With* the: theory- of nature savoured more of paganism than of 
Christianity) the Maniche&ns could employ the pagan fables 
aa&dsapeiy for their ideas. Thus the boy Dionysus tom in 
pttaos, according to the Bacchic mysteries, by the Titans, was 
jgMMiderod by them as simply representing the soul swallowed 
Up hgr the powers of darkness, the divine life rent into frag- 
ments by matter.* 

Through the Sun-spirit’s influence on the refining process of 
nature, the powers of darkness were now in danger of being 
gradually deprived of all the light and life which they held 
imprisoned in their members. The soul which they had 
seized, strives after freedom, and, being attracted by its kindred 
Sun-spirit, gradually liberates itself and evaporates ; so that 

* See Alex. Lycopol. c. 5. We will here adduce some peculiarly cha- 
racteristic passages from Manichean writings, in proof of the exposition 
given above. From Mam’s work entitled Thesaurus : “ Viva amma, 
quae eanindem (adversarum potestatum) membris teneba'tur, h&c oo 
casioue laxata evadit, et suo purissimo aeri miscetur : ubi penitus ablutae 
anim© adsoendunt ad lucidas naves, quae sibi ad eveetionem atque ad 
suss patriae tranafVetationem sunt praeparatae. Id vero, quod adhuc 
adversi generis macula* portat, per ©stum atque calores particu latim 
• descend! t, atque arboribus caetensque plantationibus ac satis omnibus 
miscetur.” Euodius de fide, c. 10. From Mani’s. letter to the Virgin 
Menoch : u Ajposcendo ex quo genere animarum emanaveris, quod est 
'Confusum omnibus corporibus et saporibus et speciebus variis cohaeret.” 
Augustin! opus imperfectum contra Julian, lib. III. s. 172. In a passage 
fkfom the Manichean Faustus, who lived in the first half of the fifth 
century, the Holy Spirit is represented as the quickening and fructifying 
power of God* exerting its influence through the air on the refining 
process of hature, and the history of Christ's birth from the Virgin (a 
doctrine which the Manicbeans, being Docetse, could not admit in the 
proper sense) is made a symbol of the birth of the Jesus patibilis from 
the virgin womb of the earth, through the informing power of the Holy 
Spirit : “ Spiritas sancti, qui est majestas tertia, aeris hunc omnem 
ambittxm fedem fetemur ac diversoriuin, cujus ex viribus ac spiritali 
proforione terraaa qaoque eoneipieatem gignere patibilem Jeeum, qui 
est vita ac aaluahonaouin, omni nupensa* ex lino. Quapropter et nobis 
oirc* naive iron (all the products of nature, as forms of the manifestation 
of the same divine principle suffering in the bondage of nature, of the 
same Jesus patibilis), et vobis similiter erga panem et calicem par 
religio est M Augustin, c. Faust lib. XX. 



at length, deprived of all its stolen light, the kingdom of dark- 
ness was in danger of being ere long left to its own intrinsic 
hatefulness and death. W bat was to be dene? A being must 
be created, in whom the* soul of nature, which was ever 
striving after liberty, might be securely Bound and^im- 
prisoned — in whom might converge aH the. scattered light 
and life of nature, all that the powers of darkness still held 
imprisoned in their members, and which was being gradually 
taken from them by the powers of the sun. This is mxm, 
the image of that primitive man — destined by Ms very form for 
dominion over nature.* The work was t Mis carried on r^-That 
majestic shape of light, the primitive man (which probably 
also belonged to the Son of Man enthroned in the sun),f shines 
down from the sun into the kingdom of darkness, or material 
nature. The powers of darkness are seized with longing after 
the shape of light, but at the same time with dismay. Upon 
this their prince addresses them : — “ What think you of that 
great light that yonder breaks forth ? Behold how it shakes 
the pole, how it strikes to the ground so many of our poten- 
tates ! It will be prudent in you therefore to give to me 
whatever light you may have in your power, and I will make 
an image of that kfty one who has shown himself so glorious, 
and by its means we shall be able to rule, and one day to 
liberate ourselves from our abode in darkness.” By this means 
human nature in this world of darkness is the image of a 
higher existence ; an image by which the higher existence 
itself is to be attracted to it and held fast in its domain. 
When the spirits of darkness heard this speech, and had held 
a long deliberation, they deemed it best to comply with his 
desire, for they had no confidence that they would long be 
able to retain this light among themselves. \ They thought it 
expedient, therefore, , to intrust it to their prince, since they 
doubted not that in this way they would be able to attain to 
supremacy. The powers of darkness now intermarry and 
produce children, in whom the common powers and natures 
of the parents are once more represented ; and in whom is 
reproduced all that they themselves possess of the essence 

• Compare the kindred doctrine of the Ophites. 

' t Alexand. Lyoopolit. c. 4; E ***** 31 tv hxi? MgSb&u. rtmvvm, lit* 

i rn ri vwv JJ**. 

X That is the main point. 
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of darkness and of light. These children, however, are 
devoured by the prince of darkness, who thus concentrates in 
himself all the substance of light that had been dispersed 
among the several powers of darkness. Thereupon he gene- 
rates man , in whom all the powers of the kingdom of darkness 
and of light, which had been thus mixed together, are conse- 
quently united. Man is therefore a microcosm, — a copy of 
the entire world of light and darkness, a mirror of all the 
powers of heaven and of the earth.* And this procedure is a 
feu# that continually recurs in the course of nature ; for at 
the birth of every man , the wild forces of matter , the powers of 
darkness , intermingle for his production , thus mixing together 
in human nature whatever they possess of the higher and of 
the lower life , endeavouring to retain the soul of nature * 
which is held captive by them , and which is striving to get free * 

In this portion of Manichean doctrine it is necessary to dis- 
tinguish the symbolic and mythical forms of representation* 
adopted from the imagery of Parsism, from the fundamental 
ideas corresponding to the doctrines of Buddhism, and clearly 
apprehended as such by Mani. Mani says himself that 
what then transpired is still repeated at the generation of each 
man, wherein the evil nature — matter — which forms the human 
body, absorbs the powers of light, in order to form man by 
this intermingling of the powers of light and darkness.f 
From these words it is quite clear that in the work of the 
prince of darkness, as represented in that fiction, the operation 
by which man is formed in the laboratory of spirit-absorbing 

* Mani, in^ the seventh book of the work bearing the title of The- 
saurus (cited in Augustin. De natura boni, c. 46) says, “ Construebantur 
et contexebantur omnium imagines, coelestium ac terrenarum virtutum ; 
ut pleni videlicet orbis id, quod formabatur, similitudinem obtineret.”' 
We have followed that construction of the Manichean system which 
Mosheim disputes, which makes it teach that man was formed at a. 
later period than the rest of nature, for the very purpose of holding fast 
the fleeting soul in nature. In favour of this view are almost all the 
passages in onr fragmentary sources of information, and the whole 
analogy of the Manichean system confirms it. Comp. Baur’s work on 
the Manichean system of religion, p. 120, ff. One passage from Alex- 
ander of Lycopolis, which I formerly thought militated against this 
view, has been correctly explained by Baur. 

t Augustin, De natnra boni, c. 46 : Sicud etiam nunc fieri videmus, 
corponun formatricem naturam mali inde vires sumentem figurare, ifa 
edamantedictus priuceps, &c. 
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nature is meant to be symbolically exhibited. It is, perhaps, 
only another mythical mode of representing the same idea, 
when it is said that the powers of darkness, in order to escape 
the threatened doom of a total deprivation of spirit, which 
would be their utter destruction, and in order to detain the 
spirit in their own region, combine to create man, probably 
after the image of the heavenly, primitive man, in the hope 
that this form might exercise an entrancing power over the 
soul, which is ever striving to return to its original source, and 
that thus the latter might still be bound to the earth just as, 
according to the Buddhistic doctrine, the prince of the-Shim- 
nus seeks, by various attractive and enticing objects, to detain 
the souls within his own kingdom, and to prevent them from 
elevating themselves to Nirwana. In all these forms of re- 
presentation we find the same fundamental idea, marking the 
destiny by which the spirit is held bound to nature, but which, 
nevertheless, by passing through the transition-point of human 
organism is conducted onwards to freedom. 

While the soul or essence of light, dispersed and broken up 
among the other kingdoms of nature, is prevented by the predo- 
minance of matter from becoming conscious of itself, that, on 
the other hand, which is concentrated in man, attains to a con- 
scious and free development. It is in man that the spirit, which 
in the rest of nature is fettered by matter, is first released from 
these fetters, and in him returns to itself. In him first begins the 
realm of consciousness and of freedom, the spirit emancipated 
from the bonds of natural necessity. Man, therefore, in the 
Manichean, as in the Buddhistic system, occupies the loftiest 
position ; — he forms the transition-point (whose condition is 
freedom of action) to a complete disenthralment of the 

* See Titus of Bostra, in the preface to the third book of his work 
against the Manicheans (in Camsii lect. antiqu. ed. Basnage, Antverp, 

1725, T. I. f. 137): * * *** E Karros rSv rtt( tiXnt etfpcovrm tpiptytirvt imvriv i if 
Sjfapm rife and of Adam, as their production, foSapfar 

*** liXap twv av&Biv And that a something is here represented 

as once beginning, which continually perpetuates itself in the. generation 
of men, appears from what Maui says in his letter to the virgin Menoch, 
cited by Augustin, opus imperfect contra Julian. 1. III. c. 174: Si&Ct 
auctor animarum Dens est, ita corporum auctor per concnpiscentiam 
diabolns est nt in viscatorio -(analogous to that former, bait whereby the 
souls were charmed into bodies), per concupiscentiam mulieris, unde 
diabolns aucupatur, &c. 
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spirit, which, iismg above the cycle of metempsychosis, re- 
unites with the kingdom of light. According to the Buddh- 
ittic system, he is the transition-point which is necessary to 
becoming Nirwana.* 

As the universal mundane soul seeks in the great mun- 
dane bodies to subject to itself matter in the mass, so the hu- 
man soul, which is of the same origin with it, is to rule this 
corporeal world in detail. “The first soul,” said Maui, 
“which flowed from the God of light, received this structure 
of the body for toe purpose of subduing it by its own bridle.”t 
Tlwsoal of toe first man, as standing yet nearer to the ori- 
ginal fountain of toe kingdom of light, was consequently en- 
dowed with preeminent faculties. 

But the first man, like each of his descendants, consisted of 
two opposite elements— a soul still living in the full possession 
of its original power, springing from and akin to the kingdom 
of light, f and a body derived from the kingdom of darkness, 
with a soul in affinity with it, and also a blind, material faculty 
of desire originating in the same source — the wild power of 
nature that resists the godlike (the &^oyos)-§ This 

* According to the Buddhistic doctrine, man is in this respect superior 
even to the gods, who enjoy a life of serene blessedness, enduring 
through many periods of the world ; for, like all other individual existence, 
the life even of the gods must some time or other come to an end, 
for it is only in Nirwana that an eternal rest from all possible change 
is to be found. By the brief duration of his existence, and the multi- 
form trials and sufferings which fall to his lot, man is admonished to 
strive after that higher end. But the gods, through default of such 
admonition, are easily drawn away from that highest end, and be- 
come so fettered to their individual existence (which also is one of the 
changeable forms of the spirit) as to forget to aspire to anything beyond 
it. To man, in this world of trials and conflicts, various means are given 
of rendering himself— by a series of meritorious works, actions con- 
ditioning destiny — worthy of the Nirwana ; but to the gods these oppor- 
tunities are wanting. See Schmidts Essays, above cited, Vol. II. p. 87. 
1884. 

f Operas pretium eat, advertere, quia prima anima, quse a Deo luminis 
xnanavit, accept fhbricam istam corporis, ut earn frseno suo regeret. 
Maui's words, in his letter to the virgin Menoch, in August opus imper- 
foct c. Julian, lib. Ill* a, 186, T. X. opp. ed. Benedictin. P. II. f. 

Paris, 1690. 

X Quasi de prim* fo eta fiore substantial (namely, lucis Dianas), says 
Maui, in his letter to a certain Patricias. L. c. 

§ Baur hasendeavoored to show that the hypothesis of two souls vin 
«an (which cazmot be demonstrated from the words of Maai himself to 




dement, akin to the realm of darkness, supplied a channel for 
the introduction of its tafnaneefc The powers of darkness 
now perceive that the l^t-nature, -by, concentrating itself 
in man, has become more powerful. They therefore again 
resort to the same artifices by which at first they sought 
to detain within their rule the element of light which had 
fallen into it, in order to keep under their bad tb» split coa- 
centrated in the human nature, which threatened to Jreeitaelf 
from the bonds of matter, and to mount upward to its original 
source. They must therefore seek to attach him, by every 
possible enticement, to the lower world. They invited man, 
as it is symbolically expressed, to partake of all the firuits of 
the trees of Paradise. Only they desired to hinder him from, 
eating of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil ; that is,, 
they wished to suppress the consciousness of all that is in har- 
mony with his true nature, and of all that is in contradiction 
to it. They wished in short to make' him worldly. But an 
angel of light, or Christ himself (the Spirit of the sun), 
counteracted their artifices. This was the truth to be found 
in the account of Paradise and the forbidden fruit, considered 
from the Manichean point of view. In this picture of that 
earliest record they recognised simply the influence of the evil 
principle, thus reversing the several parts, and asserting that 
what ought to have been ascribed to the powers of darkness 
was transferred to God, while what belonged to the Genius, 
of light was applied to the serpent, the symbol of Ahriman.* 


be a Manichean doctrine) does not belong to the system. It may be, 


Manicheism, looking at it from their own point of view, may have desig- 
nated with this name),— the hypothesis, vis., of such a motive principle In 
affinity with matter, the source' of sinful desires,— agrees perfectly with 
the Manichean system. 

* This view of the matter we most ascribe to Mani, if what is cited at 
spoken from the Manichean point of view (in the preface to the third book 
of Titus of Bostra against the Manicheans, towards the end) may be taken 
to contain the thoughts of Mani himself. At least, I cannot see anything 
es Baur professes, to do, which is incongruous with the other ideas 

miner miir’s i 


it seems to me to agree perfectly well with Maui’s general character of 
mind and train of thought. Stul, I allow it does not Jbrm a necessary 
member of the Manichean system, and possibly some later writer 
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When the powers of darkness witnessed the consequent defeat 
of their plots against the spirit of light which had been concen- 
trated in human nature, and which they sought, by every 
possible charm, to hold captive within the bonds of nature, 
they made trial of another expedient. Through his asso- 
ciate Eve, they seduced the first man to abandon himself to 
fleshly appetites, and thereby to prove faithless to his light- 
essence, and make himself the slave of nature. The conse- 
quence was that the soul, which by its original powers might 
have risen to the kingdom of light, became divided by propa- 
gation, and was bound once more to a material body, so that 
the powers of darkness were enabled continually to repeat that 
wbi6h they had done in producing the first man. 

Since eveiything depended on man's learning to distinguish 
the two opposite elements of his nature, and since, according 
to the Manichean system, it is the doctrine of man's origin, 
-combined with that of the origin of the world, which can 
alone furnish information on this point, Mani taught that it 
was of the utmost importance to obtain a right understanding 
*of these doctrines. Accordingly, in his “ epistle of the 
foundation,” he says, u Had it been given to men to perceive 
* clearly how it stood with the origin of Adam and Eve, they 
would not have been subjected to a transitory existence and to 
death.” And hence he writes to the virgin Menoch,* " May 
•our God himself enlighten thy soul, and reveal to thee his 
justice, that thou art the fruit of a divine stock.f Even thou 
art become Light, since thou hast known what thou, wert 
before, from what race of souls thou art sprung — which 
race, intermixed with all bodies, is connected with numberless 
forms ; for as souls are begotten of souls , so the structure 
of the body is composed of the nature of body. What is 
born of the flesh, then, is flesh, and what is born of the spirit 
is spirit. But know that the spirit is the soul — soul from 

may have given this exposition of the record in Genesis from a Mani- 
chcan point of view. Moreover, Augustin favours the supposition that 
this was the Manichean doctrine (de Genesi contra Manicheos, lib. II. s. 
39) : Sic isti credunt, quod serpens ille Christus fuerit, et Deum, nescio 
quern, gentis tedebrarum, illttd prseceptum dedisse confingunt, tanquam 
invideret hominibus scientism boni et mali. 

* Augustin, opus imperfect, c. Julian, lib. III. s. 172. 

The revelation consists precisely in this, that man is brought to a 
■consciousness of his light-nature. 
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soul, flesh from flesh.” * He appealed to. the practice 
infant baptism — a practice, therefore, which by this time must 
have become general in the Persian church — as a proof that 
Christians themselves implied by their practice the existence 
of such a stain in human nature. “ I ask them,” says h$* in 
the letter above cited, f “is all sin actual sin? Why, then, 
does an individual receive the cleansing by water before he 
has done any sinful act ; when of and by himself he has con- 
tracted no guilt ? But if he has done no wrong, and yet must 
be cleansed, then by this action they themselves do testify to 
the derivation from an evil stock. Yes, those very persons do 
so whose fatuity keeps them from understanding what they 
say or what they do.” 

The light-spirit concentrated in Adam is the primal source 
from which all human souls descend ; through, however, its 
continual division and mixture with matter, the spirit has lost 
much of the original power which it had when it gushed fresh 
from the kingdom of light. That original power of the free 
light-nature is what the law, in order to its old fulfilment, 
presupposes. “The law is holy,” said Maui, “but it is >a 
holy law for the holy soul; the commandment is just and 
good, — but it is so for the just and good soul” J In another 
place, § he says, “ If we do good, it is not a work of the flesh, 
for the works of the flesh are manifest, Galat. v. 19 ; or if we 
do evil, it is not the work of the soul, for the fruit of the 
spirit is peace, joy. And the apostle to the Romans exclaims, 
6 The good that I would, that do I not ; but Jhe evil that I 
would not, that do 1/ There you hear the voice of the 
struggling soul, defending her freedom against the slavery of 
lust ; for she is pained that sin, that is, Satan, should work in 
her all manner of concupiscence. The authority of the law 
discovers to her evil ; by the authority of the law she is first 
brought to the consciousness of evil— since it condemns the 
works of lust, which the flesh admires and prizes ; for all the 
bitterness which is felt in renouncing lust is sweet to the soul 

4 * According to his system of light-emanation, Manx could make no 
distinction between the Spirit of God and the spirit of man, — between 
spirit and soul. This again coincides entirely with the Buddhistic 
doctrine. 

f Augustin, opus imperfect, c. Julian, lib. III. s. 187. 

1 I*C. s. 186. § L. C.S.177. 
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— it is that by which she is nurtured and attains to strength. 
Xfi &oe, the soul of that man who abstains from all the plea* 
sores of tot is wakeful, grows, and becomes mature ; but by 
the gratifications of tot the soul is wont to be enfeebled.” * 
Now, to procure the final deliverance of the kindred soul from 
the power of darkness, to quicken it anew, to give it the com- 
pete victory over the evil principle, and raise it upward to 
himself, it was necessary that in humanity there should reveal 
itself the same Spirit of the Sun, the Mithra-Spirit, which 
had thus far conducted the whole refining process of nature, 
and of the spiritual world, — both of which, according to the 
principles of Mani’s system, as explained above, constituted 
one whole, j- 

But there can be no communion between light and dark- 
ness. “ The light shines in the darkness,” said Mani, (explain- 
ing in accordance with his own views the words of St. John,) 
“ but the darkness comprehends it not. The Son of primeval 
light, the Spirit of the Sun, was incapable of entering into any 
union with a material body; he only clothed himsplf in a 
seeming sensible form, in order that he might be perceived by 
sensual men.” “The Supreme Light,” he says, in another 
fragment 4 “ when it placed itself on a level with its own, 
also assumed a body among material bodies, although itself is 
all, and but one nature.” In defence of his Docetism he cited 
the fact (explained after his own arbitrary manner) that, on at 
certain occasion when the Jews would have stoned him, Christ, 
passed through the multitude : also, that at his transfiguration 
Christ appeared to the disciples in his true form of light.§ Jems 
did not assume the title of Christ, or Messiah, except by & cata- 
chresis, and in accommodation to the notions of the Jews. || The 

* Augustin, opus imperfect c. Julian, lib. III. s. 177. 

f Concerning the incarnations of the sun in die old oriental systems 
of religion, see Creutzer'e Symbolik, last ed. Vol. II. pp. 53, 207. It was 
In perfect accordance with the Manichean system that the Mani. 
cheans^cited in Alexander of Lycopolis (c. 24), said, Christ as the 
is Sir* wet* ret. So too, in the Acta Thom®, p. 10: Ky'^i, b i , 
It* **»***», *«< v iyxtifutos wZtrt .rets ioyotg 
*w, *m hk Ttu warrm \n (yu*f p*n pv/utof. 

% In the letter to a certain Adas or Addas. Fabricii Biblioth. me 
ed. nov. Vol. VII. f. 316. K 

§ See the fragments from Man is letters. L. c. 

fi *H roy Xyrrov wpnyfl* Stop* Urt xar*x{wrix6». L. c. 
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prince of darkness sought to bring About the crucifixion of 
Jesus, not being aware that he was superior to AH suffering ; 
the crucifixion was, of course, a mere semblance. This seeming 
transaction symbolized the crucifixion of the soul, sunk in matter, 
which the Spirit of the Sun designed to raise to itselfls As 
the crucifixion of that soul which was dispersed through all 
matter contributed only to the destruction of the kingdom of 
darkness, so, but in a far higher degree, was thisthe effect of die 
seeming crucifixion of the Supreme Soul, Accordingly, Maui 
said, “ The adversary, who hoped to crucify the Saviour, the 
Father of the righteous, was crucified himself. What seemed 
to be done in this case is one thing ; what was reattg done, 
another.”* The Manichean theory, which represented the 
doctrine of Christ as a mere symbol, is clearly set forth in an 
apocryphal account of the travels of the apostles. ^ To St. 
John, afflicted at the suffering of his Master, Christ appears and 
tells him that all had been done simply for the sake of the lower 
populace f in Jerusalem. The human person of Christ now 
vanishes, and instead of it appears a cross of pure light, sur- 
rounded by a countless multitude of other forms, still repre- 
senting, however, but one shape and one image (a symbol of 
the various manifestations of one and the same soul). A 
divine voice, full of sweetness, issues from the cross, saying to 
him, “ The cross of light is, for your sakes, sometimes called 
the Word, sometimes Christ ; sometimes the Door, sometimes 
the Way ; sometimes the Bread, sometimes the Sun ; some- 
times the Resurrection, sometimes Jesus ; sometimes the Father, 
sometimes the Spirit ; sometimes the Life, sometimes the Truth ; 
sometimes Faith, and sometimes Grace.” 

Siding with the advocates of an absolute Dualism among the 
Persians, Maui held the aim and purpose of the whole mun- 
dane development to be, not a reconciliation of the good and 
the evil principles — a supposition which would have been in- 

* From the epistola fundament!, Euod. de fide, c. .28 : Tb Utetfjuy rb 
tyftgiA&Sftj, \nrrau^ur^ai rfi 2* Alex. Lycopollt C. 4 : CbristUS 
in omni mundo et omni anima crucifixus. Secunain. ep. ad Augustin. 
The yords of the Manichean Faustus, Augustin, c. Faustum, lib. 82 : 
Cruci s ejus mystica fixio, qua nostra animse passionis monstrantur 
vulnera. 

t awrahm. Condi. Nic. II. Actio V. ed. Mansi. T. XIII. f. 

167 . 

X Tfi xxrt* 
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consistent with his theory — but (in accordance with his Buddh- 
istic doctrine) a total separation of the light from the darkness, 
and the reduction of the latter to utter impotence. Matter, 
after having been deprived of all its foreign light and life, was 
by fire to be converted into an inert mass.* All souls were 
able, by their luminous nature, to participate in the redemp- 
tion ; but if they voluntarily surrendered themselves to the 
service of sin or darkness, they would, in punishment, be 
banished, at the general separation of the two kingdoms, to the 
dead mass of matter, and stationed there as sentinels over it. 
On this point Mani, in his epistola fundamenti, thus expressed 
himself : “ The souls that have allowed themselves by the love of 
the world to be seduced from their original nature of light, and 
have become enemies to the holy light, — all who, openly arming 
themselves to destroy the holy elements, and having entered into 
the service of the fiery spirit, have, by their deadly persecution 
of the holy church, f and of the elect who are found therein, f 
oppressed the observers of the heavenly commandments, — all 
auch will be precluded from the blessedness and glory of the 
holy earth. And since they have allowed themselves to be over- 
come by evil, they shall for ever abide with this race of evil ; so 
that the peaceful earth and the realms of immortality shall be 
abut against them. This shall happen to them because they 
have so devoted themselves to evil works as to become alien- 
ated from the life and freedom of the holy light. They will 
not be able, then, to find admittance into that kingdom of 
peace, but shall be chained to that frightful mass (of matter 
or darkness left to itself) over which a watch is also necessary. 
These souls, therefore, shall continue to cleave to the things 
they have loved, since they did not separate themselves from 
them when the opportunity arose.” § It is clear that, in his 
doctrine of the last things, Mani did not agree either with 
Buddhism or with the Zoroastrian or the Christian system, but, 
by the fusion of the three, formed a peculiar theory of his own. 

With regard to the views of the Manicheans on the sources 

* Tit Bostr. I. c. 30. Alex. Lycopolit. c. 5. 

t That is, the Manichean sect. 

t Persecution of the' Brahmins of the Manicheans, the Electi, was a 
crime of peculiar die, whoHy in accordance with the oriental ideas of 
the priests. 
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of religious knowledge, they considered the revelations of the 
Paraclete, or Mani, as the highest and only infallible au- 
thority, whereby everything else was to be judged. They pro- 
ceeded on the principle that Mani’s doctrine embraced all 
absolute truths which enlighten the reason -whatever did -not 
accord with them was contrary to reason, wherever it might 
be found. They received, it is true, in part, the scriptures of 
the New Testament ; but, to judge them by that supreme prin- 
ciple, in their doctrinal and practical exposition they indulged 
in the most arbitrary criticism . 111 Partly they asserted that 
the original records of the religion had been falsified by va- 
rious interpolations of the prince of darkness (the tares among 
the wheat) ; f partly that Jesus and his apostles had accom- 
modated themselves to existing Jewish opinions, with a view 
gradually to prepare men for the reception of pure truth ; partly, 
that the apostles themselves, when they first came forward as 
teachers, were still entangled in many errors of Judaism. 
Hence they concluded that it was by the teachings of the 
Paraclete that men were first enabled to distinguish the true 
from the false in the New Testament. The Manichean Faus- 
tus lays down the principles of Manicheism on this point a& 
follows : J “ Of the New Testament we receive only what is 
said to the honour of the Son of glory, either by Himself or 
by His apostles ; and by the latter only after they had become 
perfect and believers. As for the rest, whatever was said by 
the apostles, either in their simplicity and ignorance, while 
they were yet inexperienced in the truth, or, with malicious 
design, inserted by the enemy among the truth, or incautiously 
asserted by authors § and transmitted to posterity, — of all this iVe 
desire to know nothing. I mean all such as this — that he was 
shamefully bom of a woman ; that he was circumcised as a Jew ; 
that he offered sacrifices like a heathen ; that he was meanly 
baptized, led into the wilderness, and miserably tempted/* * * § 
These same Manicheans, who slavishly submitted their reason 
to all the assertions of Mani, as to so many divine revelations, 

* This was said of them already by Titus of Bostra, in the beginning 
of his third book. 

t See, above, the similar principles of the Clementines respecting the 
Old Testament. 

x Apud Augustin, lib. XXXII. 

§ Namely, the authors of the gospels who were not apostles. 
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were seakraa for. the rights of reason* and set themselves up as 
betngataae rtUiomd, aaeerting that they only knew how to dis- 
cern in the New Testament what was consistent with, and what 
was repugnant to, reason. The Manichean Faust us says to 
hry* vho without inquiry believes whatever is contained in the 
New Testament, “ Thou, who blindly beUevest everything , 
who bomshest from humanity reason, that gift of nature , 
who makest it a matter of conscience to decline judging 
between the true and the false ; thou that art as afraid of 
se pa rating the good from its opposite as children are of a 

The Manichean sect had a constitution of their own, suited 
to the distinction of esoterical and exoterical whieh prevails 
in the old religions of Asia; — the twofold mode of repre- 
sentation already described being based, in truth, on such 
a distinction within the sect itself. Mani, as must be evident 
from our previous remarks, differed altogether from most 
of the founders of Gnostic sects. The latter did not wish 
to alter anything in the existing Christian church; they 
desired only to add to the confession of faith for the ^vyiKoi 
a secret doctrine for the irvtvfxarucoL Mani, on the other hand, 
wished to be regarded as a man of God, a reformer of the 
whole church, invested with divine authority. He sought to 
give a new shape to the whole church, which in his view had in 
every part degenerated f in consequence of the corrupt inter- 
mixture of Judaism with Christianity. There was to be but one 
true Christian church, and this was to be modelled after the 
doctrines and principles of Mani. Within this church there 
were two distinct grades. The great body, consisting of the 
exoterics, were to constitute the Auditors, To them the 
writings of Mani might indeed he read, and his doctrines pre- 
sented in their symbolical and mythical form ; but they were 
to receive no explanation of their inner meaning. The pitch of 
expectation may easily be imagined to which these Auditors 
were likely to be raised by hearing such enigmatical, mysteri- 
ously sounding things, and hoped, as usually happens, to find 
lofty wisdom in what was so obscure and unintelligible. The 

* Augustin, c. Faust lib. XVIII,, also lib. XI. 

t Hence he called other Christians, not Christians, but Galileans. 
Fabric. Bibl. gr®c. vd. VII. I 316. 
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Esoterics were the Elect or Perfect** — the sacerdotal caste, the 
ft rftlmiina of the Manicheans.f According to the Manichean 
doctrine* * * § they held a very important place in the great re- 
fining process; they formed the link of transition between the 
earthly world, the circle of the metempsychosis* and the king- 
dom of light (between the world of Sansara and the Nirwana) ; 
— they were those who had yet to pass through the last stadium 
of the purification of the spirit in redeeming itself from the 
bondage of nature. To this position their mode of life- must 
answer ; it must be an utter estrangement from the world* in 
the Buddhist sense, which was applied to Christian asceticism. 
They were to possess no worldly property* but were bound to 
lead in celibacy a strictly ascetic and contemplative life, ab- 
staining from all strong drinks and from all animal food. 
They were to maintain a holy innocence that injured no living 
thing, and a religious reverence for the divine life which was 
diffused through all nature ; they were, therefore, to refrain* 
not only from destroying or harming any animal* but even 
from pulling up a herb, or plucking a fruit or a flower. The 
whole round of their austere life was marked by three parti- 
culars, the signaculum oris, the signaculum manuum, and the 
signaculum sinus. J The Auditors were to see that they 
should be provided with all that was necessary for their sub- 
sistence, and to reverence them as beingB of a superior order. 
They were to look upon them as their mediators with 
the kingdom of light. By the proofs of their love to the 
Elect the Auditors were to gain fellowship with perfec- 
tion; and the defects adhering to them in ^consequence of 
their less rigid life would be made up thereby and among 
these defects were the neglecting to spare the life of animals 
or vegetables, and the eating of flesh. All this, however* was 
to be repaired by their sharing their own means of subsistence 
with the Elect. § The importance attached by Buddhism to 

* T»x«ifl*, according to Theodoretus, — a term which recurs once more 
among the Gnostic Manichean sects of the middle age. 

t Faustus, quoted by Augustin, calls them the sacerdotale genus. 

X See, e. g., Augustinus ae moribus Mamchteorum, c. 10 et seq. The 
word signaculum seems to me to denote here, not a sign, but a seal, a 
means of safe keeping, as a translation of the Greek applied, for 

instance, to the rite of confirmation. 

§ To this Ephrsem Syrus refers when he accuses the Manicbeans of 
bestowing absolution in return for the bread given to them. See the 
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the offices of love which the pious might show to the 
Buddhas during their manifestations in a human shape was 
transferred by the Manicheans to the kind offices shown by the 
Auditors to the Elect. Moreover, according to the Buddhistic 
doctrine, by repeated kind offices of this sort, shown in the 
different modes of human existence which he had passed 
through in the metempsychosis, any one might gradually ac- 
cumulate such a store of good works as to rise at length to 
the dignity of a Buddha. * 

From this sacerdotal class were chosen the presidents of the 
whole religious society. As Mani wished to be regarded as 
the Paraclete promised by Christ, he therefore, after Christ’s 
example, chose twelve apostles. This regulation continued as 
long as the sect; and twelve persons, with the title of 
Magistri, had the government of the whole sect. At the 
head of these was placed a thirteenth, who, as the head of the 
sect, represented Mani. Subordinate to these, there were 
seventy-two bishops, answering to the seventy-two (the seventy) 
disciples of Jesus ; f and under these last were presbyters, 
deacons, and lastly travelling missionaries.^ 

As to the mode of celebrating the sacraments among the 
Manicheans, this is a matter involved in much obscurity. 
This difficulty arises from the very natural fact that no trust- 
worthy account existed of what was administered only to the 
secret assemblies of the Elect ; for as the Auditors answered 
to the catechumens in the dominant church, and the Elect to 
the Fideles, it is plain that the sacraments would be adminis- 
tered among none but the Elect. The argument already 
noticed, which Mani drew from the existing practice of infant 
baptism, has led — though wrongly, as Mosheim has shown — 
to the inference that the baptism of infants was practised 
among the Manicheans; but in this place Mani is simply 
refuting his opponents by appealing to their own practice as 
proof of a principle which it necessarily presupposed; without 

extracts published by A. F. W. von Wegner, in his work de Manichaeo- 
rum indulgentiis, Lips. 1827, p. 69 et seq. 

* Comp. Schmidt’s Dissertation on the thousand Buddhas, in the 
Memoirs of the Academy of St. Petersburg. VI. series, T. II. A. D. 1834, 
p. 88, &c. 

t According to the well-known various reading. 

X Augustin, de hmres. c. 32. 
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however expressing any approbation of the practice itself. 
And it may also be questioned whether Mani would not object 
to this symbol as a Jewish rite derived from John the Baptist.* 
Perhaps at first no other form of initiation prevailed among 
the Manicheans than the one which we afterwards meet fcith 
in the middle among the kindred sect of the Cathari. 
As to the celebration of the Lord's supper— \t was easy to 
give it an explanation which should accord with the principles 
of their mystical philosophy of nature. f Augustin, while he 
was a Manichean Auditor, had learned that the Elect cele*> 
brated the Lord’s supper ; but of the way he knew nothing, f 
All that is certain is that the Elect drank no wine ; whether 
they used water, like the Encratites (the so-called vfyoi rapa- 
tTrdrai), or how else they managed it, it is impossible to say. 
For the sake of mutual recognition, the Manicheans were 

* From the words of the Manichean Felix, lib. I. c. 19, ut quid bap - 
tizati sumus ? it cannot be proved that the Manicheans looked upon 
baptism as a necessary ceremony of initiation. For in this case too the 
Manichean is employing the argumentum ad hominem ; and very pos- 
sibly he may have received baptism before he joined the Manichean sect. 
Nor again, from the passage in the commonitorium , quomodo sit agendum 
cum Manicliceis (found in the Appendix to the 8th vol. of the Benedic- 
tine edition of Augustine), where a distinction is made between those 
Manicheans who, joined to the Catholic church, were received among 
the catechumens, and those who, having been already baptized, were 
received among the Pcenitentes, can it certainly be inferred that baptism 
was a customary rite among the Manicheans. And still less from the 
fact that a distinction of the same kind is made between the baptized and 
the unbaptized among the Elect themselves upon their joining the Catho- 
lic church, can it be argued that baptism was received by such of the 
Elect as chose it of their own free will. For here too the reference may 
have been to such persons as, before they joined the Manicheans, had 
been baptized in the Catholic church. Neither does it in any wise follow, 
from the passage in Augustin, de moribus ecclesim, c. 35 (where he 
represents the Manicheans as objecting to the Catholic Christians that 
the fideles et jam baptizati lived in the state of marriage, and in the 
family relation, possessing and managing worldly property), that there 
were among the Elect a certain class of persons voluntarily baptized, 
who were alone bound by an inviolable vow to a strictly ascetic life ; 
for the fideles and baptizati — both terms being exactly synonymous — 
answer generally to the Electi among the Manicheans. Mosheim ‘s dis- 
tinction, therefore, between baptized and unbaptized Electi, which in 
itself is not a very natural one, appears to be altogether arbitrary. 

t In accordance with the idea that the fruits of the earth represented 
the Sou of man crucified in nature. See above. 

X Augustin, contra Fortunatum, lib. I. Appendix. 

VOL. II. O 



194 


MANICHEAN FESTIVALS 


accustomed, whenever they met, to give each other the right 
hand, in token of their common deliverance from the kingdom 
of darkness by the right hand of the redeeming Spirit of the 
Sun — since what happened to their heavenly father, the ori- 
ginal man, had in their case been repeated ; as he was on the 
point of sinking into the kingdom of darkness, he was rescued 
by the right hand of the living spirit.* 

With regard to their festivals : the Manicheans celebrated 
the Sunday of every week, not on account of its reference to 
the resurrection of Christ, for that would have been inconsis- 
tent with their Docetism, but as the day consecrated to the 
Sun, which was in fact their Christ.’f On it they fasted, 
— contrary to the prevailing practice of the church. The 
Christmas festival was, of course, equally out of harmony 
with Manichean Docetism. If occasionally, according to 
the statement of Augustin, they conformed to the practice 
of the general church in celebrating the festival of Easter , 
we may suppose that it was but coldly observed by them, 
for they could not be affected by those feelings which ren- 
dered the day so sacred to other Christians. Far greater, 
however, was the respect which they paid to the festival of 
the martyrdom of their master, Mani, which fell in the month 
of March. It was called /3ijj/xa, (suggestus, cathedra,) the 
feast of the pulpit, — the feast in remembrance of the divinely 
enlightened teacher. On this occasion a gorgeous and orna- 
mented pulpit, ascended by five steps (symbolizing perhaps 
the five elements) and decorated with costly drapery, was 
usually set up in their places of assembling. To this all the 
Manicheans paid obeisance, after the custom of the East, by 
prostrating themselves on the ground. J 

As concerns the moral character of the Manichean sect, 
we possess too scanty information as to its early followers 
(and in the history of a sect its different periods should be 
carefully distinguished in this respect) to be able to pass any 
precise judgment. All that seems clear is, that Mani aimed 
at a strict system of morals ; but without doubt the mystical 
language of the sect, which occasionally verges on immodesty, 

♦ Disputat. Arehelai. c. 7. 

t Besides many other places, comp. Augustin, c. Faustum, lib. XVIII. 
c. 5 : Vos in die, quem dicunt solis, solem colitis. 

x Augustin, contra ep. fundamenti, c. 8 ; c. Faustum, lib. XVIII. c. 5. 
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had a tendency, in the case of the uneducated, to lead to a 
sensual fanaticism dangerous to morality. 

No sooner had the Manicheans begun to gain ground in the 
Roman empire than a violent persecution broke out against 
them. As a sect which had its origin in the Persian entire, 
then at war with the Romans, and in some sense allied to the 
Parsic religion, they were an object of peculiar hatred to the 
Roman government. The Emperor Dioclesian, a.d. 296, 
issued a law against them (already quoted in the first section 
of this history) condemning its leaders to the stake, and 
punishing its adherents, if they belonged to the common 
order, with decapitation and the confiscation of their pro- 
perty.* 

* The edict, in its style both of thought and language, contains every 
internal mark of authenticity. It is scarcely possible to imagine by 
whom and for what purpose such an edict, in this particular form, could 
have been forged. A Christian, had he wished to fabricate an edict of 
this sort, with a view to excite succeeding emperors to persecute the 
Manicheans, certainly would not have chosen Dioclesian; and still less 
would he have put such language into his mouth. Though the later 
Christians had much that was analogous to the old heathen way of 
thinking about a dominant religion handed down from the Fathers, 
yet a Christian would never have expressed himself after this peculiar 
fashion. 

What is there to forbid us supposing that the Manicheans had even 
thus early extended themselves to proconsular Africa, especially since 
the Gnostics had already paved the way for them, and as it is certain that 
Manicheans were at an early date to be found in these countries, and the 
chronology of the early history of this sect is so uncertain ? Though the 
law runs, “ si qui sane etiam honorati aut cujuslibet dignitatis vel majoris 
personae ad hanc sectam se trans'ulerunt,” it does not necessarily 
follow from this that the emperor had certain information of the spread 
of the doctrines of this sect among persons of the highest rank; and in 
the next place, considering the prevalent rage at that time among people 
of rank (a class ever prone to seize on anything which would distinguish 
their religion from that of other people) for theurgical speculations, and 
for fuller insight into the world of spirits, it would be nothing singular 
if a mysterious scheme of faith with high pretensions like this should 
meet with a welcome reception among them. The argumentum e silen- 
tio is, moreover, very unsafe in historical criticism, unless supported 
by other considerations ; and the assertion that the older fathers make 
no mention of u law by Dioclesian, directed particularly against the 
Manicheans, may be very easily accounted for. But, in fact, this law 
is referred to by the Hilary who wrote a commentary on St. Paul's 
epistles, in ep. II. Timoth. III. 7. 
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III. Doctrine of the Catholic Church, as it proceeded to form 
itself in opposition to the Sects . 

A . — Genetical Development of the Church Theology in general. Character oj 
the several individual tendencies of the religious and dogmatic spirit , which 
exercised special influences on it. 

Having hitherto considered the different tendencies of the 
heretical element which grew up out of the reaction of ante- 
Christian principles, we shall now proceed to inquire how the 
development of the church theology in general, and in its 
several particular modifications, was affected by this opposition. 
If by the various heresies the unity of Christianity was 3plit 
up into many opposite and mutually exclusive theories, the 
theology of the church, on the other hand, was eminently dis- 
tinguished by the fact that in it the unity of the Christian 
consciousness asserted itself much more powerfully, so as 
to repress all extreme oppositions of doctrine. But even 
here, owing to the strong propensity in man’s nature to 
narrow and exclusive views, the higher, comprehending unity 
necessarily resolved itself into oppositions of a subordinate 
kind — oppositions which, while they remained rooted in the 
essence of Christianity, might approximate to the position 
either of Judaism or of Gnosticism. The less call there was 
for the church, once raised to independence, to defend its prin- 
ciples in conflict with J udaism, while it had rather to assert them 
against Gnosticism, the more easy would it become for a 
Jewish element imperceptibly to gain possession of the theo- 
logical intellect, and that too without being communicated 
from without, but, as we saw while tracing the history of the 
church constitution and of Christian worship, spontaneously 
springing up from within. Gnosticism, again, might be 
Tesisted in two different ways — either by an uncompromising 
hostility, which would refuse to recognise in it a single element 
of truth, and consequently would itself be liable to fall into 
some opposite extreme of error ; or by such a method as should 
leave room for recognising alongside of the error a funda- 
mental truth, — a true spiritual need, which was seeking 
there its satisfaction, whereas it was to be found in Christianity 
alone. And, in truth, Gnosticism could be effectually van- 
quished by no method but one,— that which should separate 
the true from the false, and should satisfy the spiritual need, 
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which, from being unrecognised and unsatisfied, had either ori- 
ginated or promoted the spread of Gnosticism. Yet even in this 
course there was the great danger lest, in the very effort to 
appropriate whatever of truth there was in Gnosticism, some 
of its errors might also be unintentionally included. 

The two main tendencies of the theological intellect here 
denoted correspond to the two tendencies which, in the 
Christian process of transforming the world, necessarily go 
together, but of which either one or the other is ever wont to 
predominate — the woi ld-resisting and the world-appropriating 
tendency of the Christian mind. The undue predominance of 
either has, in truth, its own peculiar dangers. And this stands 
connected with another contrariety. Christianity is based 
upon a supernatural revelation ; but this revelation requires to 
be appropriated and understood by the organ of a reason 
which submits to it, since it is not destined to remain a 
mere extrinsic fact to the human mind. The supernatural 
element must be understood in its organic connection with the 
natural, which in the former finds its own fulfilment and com- 
pletion. The fact of redemption, indeed, has for its very end 
and aim the removal of the gulf between the supernatural and 
the natural; the fact of the incarnation had in view the 
humanization of the divine, and the deification of the human. 
Hence there will ever exist two tendencies of the theological 
mind, evidently corresponding to the two we have just de- 
scribed, of which, while the one will seek to understand and 
represent the supernatural element of Christianity in its oppo- 
sition to the natural, the other will endeavour to point out its 
connection with it. The one will seek to apprehend the super- 
natural and supra-rational element as such ; the other will 
strive to apprehend it in its harmony with reason and nature 
— to portray to the mind the supernatural and supra-rational 
as being nevertheless conformable to nature and to reason. 
Thus there is formed a predominance of the supranaturalistic 
or of the rationalistic element, both of which, however, in 
a sound and healthy development of Christian doctrine, ought 
to exist in due measure and proportion. And so, from the 
predominance of the one or the other of these elements, 
opposite dangers arise. 

It is easy to see that, while Christian science must have 
its root in faith, and set out in the interest of faith, and while 
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faith, which ought to reeeive to itself and to animate all 
the faculties of the human mind, must seek to create, out 
of itself, a scientific intelligence, one or the other of these 
tendencies will be formed according to the proportion in 
which the corresponding interest predominates. Accordingly 
we must now consider how this alternative was determined by 
the existing circumstances and conditions of the national life 
and intellectual culture prevailing in the period which we are 
now examining. 

The first thing that here presents itself to our notice is 
the difference of character between the two great nations from 
which the civilization of those times proceeded — the Greeks 
and the Romans. In the Greek predominated the activity of 
the intellect — the scientific, speculative element. Greece was, 
in fact, the birthplace of philosophy. The Roman character, 
on the other hand, was less mobile, more solid and more tena- 
cious of old usages, and more devoted to the practical. Both 
these forms of mental character must also, in the shaping of 
Christian doctrine and theology, especially manifest them- 
selves in different circumstances, operate favourably or un- 
favourably on the process of their development. For both 
these peculiarities of character correspond to the main tenden- 
cies above described ; and the most beneficial result would 
have followed if they could have been so made to act as 
mutually to balance and check each other. Alexandria, — 
the principal seat of philosophical culture, where the Platonic 
philosophy, which of all is most nearly akin to the religious 
element, was then supreme — where, at a still earlier period, we 
saw a Jewish philosophy of religion spring up — by blending 
in the centuries now under consideration the elements of Gre- 
cian civilization with Christianity, gave birth to a tendency 
which sought to make the new matter which was given by 
revelation harmonize with the previous development of reason. 
From the school of St. John, in Asia Minor, on the other 
hand, a tendency had issued which, opposed to the speculative 
caprice of the Gnostics, sought to preserve faithfully the 
fundamental doctrines of Christianity, and, by holding fast 
their peculiarities, to secure them against all corruptions. 
And this tendency it was which Irenseus (who had been edu- 
cated in Asia Minor, in the school of those venerable pres- 
byters who had been disciples of the Apostle St. John) trans- 
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planted to the West. This Father was distinguished for the 
sobriety of his practical Christian intellect. He evinced a 
peculiarly sound and discriminating tact by readily seizing in 
every doctrine whatever was of practical moment, and, pro- 
foundly penetrated with a sense of the grandeur of pod’s 
works and of the limits of the human understanding, persever- 
ingly opposed the humility of knowledge to the arrogant pre- 
tensions of Gnostic speculation. He formed the connecting 
link between the church of Asia Minor and that of Rome, 
and represented in his own case whatever was common to them 
both. But as in the Roman intellect the interest for the 
practical left no room for the scientific, the Western church 
was in want of an organ whereby its prevalent spirit might 
gain the scientific utterance it needed. This organ was sup- 
plied by the church of North Africa, which sent forth a man 
in whom the elements of the Roman and of the Carthaginian 
character mutually pervaded each other. Such was Tertul- 
lian, who, wanting the chasteness and sobriety of mind which 
distinguished Irenseus, could not, though an opponent of spe- 
culation, resist the impulses of a profound speculative intellect. 
To a thoroughly practical element he united a speculative 
one, which, destitute, however, of a regular logical form, 
long continued to operate in the Western church, through 
many intermediate writers, until it finally impregnated the 
mind of that great teacher of centuries, Augustin, in whom 
Tertullian once more appears under a brighter and more 
glorious form. A great impression was made on Tertullian’s 
peculiar temperament by the remarkable phenomenon which 
sprang up in the very midst of that spiritual tendency we 
have already described as existing in Asia Minor, and which 
we may designate as the extreme of the anti-Gnostic position. 
We mean Montanism. Not only does* it form an essential 
element of his mental character, but also it was by him that 
the principles which lie at the basis of this system were sys- 
tematically developed, and made to influence the history of 
Western theology. To this important phenomenon therefore 
we must now direct our attention. 

We should ill understand this result which grew out of the 
development of the church in the second century, if we were 
to consider as the principal point the personal character of the 
founder, by whom the first impulse was given to it. Montanus 
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was hardly a man of sufficient importance to dispose us to 
place him at the head of any new and grand movement. If, 
under the impulse of fanatical excitement, an uneducated in- 
dividual, in whom we recognise at once the mental character- 
istics of the Phrygian, produced ultimately great effects, 
these without question outran the measure of his capacity. 
A Tertullian, as the person from whom this intellectual ten- 
dency received its systematic shape, will assume here a more 
important place. Not that any new spiritual elements were 
now freshly called into life ; a nucleus at most was furnished 
for elements existing long before, and a point of attraction 
around which they might gather. Tendencies of mind which 
were scattered through the whole church here converged 
towards each other. Montanism points to kindred elements 
previously existing in all quarters. Accordingly, when the 
impulse was once given, it produced a great and general 
movement, since the way had already been prepared for it by 
the course of the internal development of the church itself. 
While, however, we are not disposed to rate very highly the 
importance of Montanus, we must guard against the error of 
allowing him none at all.* But for the impulse given by 
Montanus, this whole movement, which produced such a stir 
in the minds of men, and which we admit cannot be explained 
from his influence alone, would perhaps never have arisen. 
We must therefore, in the first place, cast a glance at the 
state of development in the church to which Montanism at- 
tached itself, and at the general mental tendencies which had 
their ground in and wore represented by it ; and then we may, 
secondly, proceed to examine both the personal character of the 
author, and also what must be ascribed to him as its author. 

It was as a supernatural rower that Christianity first forced 
its way among mankind, ana as such it first presents itself to 
us in the character of its effects. The immediateness of 
inspiration was more strongly marked then than in later 
times — by the gifts of supernatural healing, of speaking 
with tongues, of prophecy ; those effects which suddenly dis- 
played themselves after baptism. Such were the signs of the 

* As is often done by a fantastical sort of exaggeration, when per- 
sons whose real existence, though our knowledge of them is extremely 
deficient, is sufficiently accredited by history, are therefore represented 
as mythical personifications of general tendencies. 
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new creation of which human nature had been the subject. 
But this opposition between the supernatural and the natural 
was not always to last ; it was to be done away by the pro- 
gressive development of Christianity. To bring about the 
harmonious union of the supernatural and the natural was its 
ultimate aim ; just as the final removal of this discord, which 
had its ground in sin, was to be among the more remote 
consequences of redemption. The new, divine power, which 
in its outward manifestations had originally shown itself as 
an immediate agent, was to enter the sphere of human 
instrumentality, and gradually to appropriate to itself those 
natural organs and means which, on its first appearance, were 
not as yet suited to it. The Apostle St. Paul had indeed 
pointed to such an aim, both when he admonished Chris- 
tians to estimate the charismata, not by the extraordinary 
and supernatural appearances which so prominently marked 
their effects, but, on the contrary, by the degree in which the 
natural therein was permeated by the supernatural, and accord- 
ing as the form in which the supernatural worked was one 
that grew* out of the natural course of development; and 
when he distinguished the charismata of Gnosis and of Didas- 
calia above all the others, as those which were most required 
for the edification of the church . Accordingly — as we remarked 
in our first section — those extraordinary operations of that 
divine power which was to be the dominant element in the 
future civilization of human nature, continually diminished, 
in proportion as the existing, natural enlightenment began to 
turn more and more to Christianity and to be attracted 
by it. Now r , on the boundary-line between these two periods 
of development, there sprang up a reaction, which opposed the 
change required by Christianity, and sought to maintain, as 
perfect and abiding, the form which originally appeared in the 
working of Christianity. That which opposed itself to the 
healthy and natural course of development must necessarily be 
a morbid action. The enthusiasm which surrendered itself to 
such a tendency must inevitably degenerate into fanaticism. 

Since Montanism opposed itself to that union and concilia- 
tion of the supernatural with the natural, which Christianity, 
in its progressive development, required and had prepared, it 
follows from what has been said that it would insist, in an 
exclusive spirit, upon the supernatural as contradistinguished 
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from the natural. In it the supernatural, the divine, pre- 
sented itself to the religious consciousness as an irresistible 
power which did not allow of any human individuality exert- 
ing itself in free, independent development. Accordingly, 
from such a point of view, the ecstatic element was reckoned 
as an essential characteristic of genuine prophecy ; the human 
consciousness must retire altogether when the voice of the 
divine Spirit allows itself to be heard. The soul, during 
inspiration, must remain perfectly passive; as Montanus 
characteristically remarked, God alone is awake, the man 
sleeps. The soul stands in the same passive relation to the 
divine operation as the lyre to the instrument (the plectrum) 
with which it is played.* Here, too, in what Montanism 
alleged there was nothing new. This notion of inspiration had 
long been familiar to the Jews, as is apparent from the Alex- 
andrian legend of the verbal agreement of the translations of the 
Old Testament made independently by the seventy interpreters. 
But such a form of inspiration is much better suited to the 
legal position of the Old Testament, which proceeds on such 
an alienation of the divine and the human, than to that of the 
New Testament, which aims at a union between the two by 
means of the redemption. When, however, this idea was once 
prominently set forth as belonging to the perfection of the 
Christian system, and requisite for the guidance and growth of 
the church, a foreign element was introduced, by which the 
regular process of development, grounded in the nature of the 
church itself, and the Spirit which quickens it, was so far 
from being promoted, that, on the contrary, it was greatly dis- 
turbed and hindered. By such influences of the Paraclete 
promised by Christ, and by revelations of prophets and pro- 
phetesses, uttered in this state of ecstacy, the development of 
the church was, it was held, to be carried continually onwards 
till it should attain to its Anal consummation. We must not, 
however, leave out of consideration the fact that Montanism 
was driven to this one-sided supranaturalism by a polemical 
opposition (which arose out of a genuinely Christian interest) 
to two aberrations of the Christian mind. Opposing itself, on 
the one hand, to the introduction of foreign speculations by the 
Gnosis, it wished to protect the pure Christian doctrine from 

* Thus Tertullian considered the amentia, the excidere sensu, as 
something necessarily connected with the divina virtute obumbrari 
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dl such corruptions ; while, on the other hand, it resisted a 
petrified, traditional element, which, leaving no room for any 
progressive and vital development of the church, desired to 
confine everything in fixed and unalterable forms. 

As regards, however, the former opposition, it soon passed 
into a tendency hostile to all culture, to all art and science. 
And under the influence of this hostility to all mediate activity 
of the reason, even the resistance to ijie stiff and rigid ten- 
dency in the church could not but tajce a wrong direction. 
IVIontanism would tolerate no pause, no stop of any kind ; it 
demanded a progressive development from the foundation of 
that immutable Christianity, which was contained in the com- 
mon tradition of all the churches, to the maturity of the 
perfect man. But as it had no confidence in the power of 
the intellect, though regenerated and enlightened by Chris- 
tianity, to unfold the contents of Christian truth to still 
clearer consciousness, and to mould man’s life more and more 
in conformity with it — as it disdained the instrumentality of 
reason, which was appointed to administer, by its own peculiar 
action, the treasure imparted to it from above, — nothing 
remained for it but to assume that Christianity must be con- 
tinually integrated and perfected by fresh and extraordinary 
revelations continually accruing from without, in relation to 
which the human mind was to remain in a state altogether 
passive. Thus, an exclusive supranaturalism, which could not 
duly acknowledge the effects of redemption in converting the 
mind, when restored to communion with God, into an organ 
for divine things, was necessarily driven to deny the adequacy 
of the divine word which had been bestowed on the church for 
its guidance in knowledge and life, because it lacked the 
organ requisite for interpreting and applying it and for digest- 
ing the truths contained in it. A perfecting of Christianity 
was sought for in a way which disparaged the work of Christ. 
In this way a one-sided supra-naturalism led to the same 
result as a one-sided rationalism. 

Now, that which, in order to the perfecting of the Christian 
life, required to be superadded from without, as it did not 
spontaneously result from the regular development of the 
Christian principle, might, under the name of perfecting, be 
in fact nothing else than a hindrance and corruption. The 
perfecting referred chiefly to the introduction of a more rigid 
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asceticism ; and in this respect too we see in Montanism a 
one-sided tendency, which had long existed in the Christian 
life, carried to its extreme. Numberless additional precepts 
were to be imposed on the church by the new revelations of 
the Paraclete. But Christianity is distinguished from J udaism 
simply by the very circumstance that it substitutes the law of 
the Spirit in place of the imperious letter, and, through love, 
which is the fulfilling of the law, it has made an end of all 
positive commandments. In the first centuries much of the new 
precepts of Christ which are contained in the sermon on the 
mount was imperfectly understood, because men did not refer 
them to the one whole of the new law, which was grounded 
in love, and was identical with the essence of the Christian 
life itself, but regarded them as isolated positive precepts. 
The free development of the Christian spirit was, by a pro- 
gressive spiritualizing, to remove everything positive. Mon- 
taniom, on the contrary, was for holding the positive as some- 
thing permanent, and as that by adding to which the church 
was to be perfected. Accordingly, it was the very essence of 
Montanism which of itself, without the aid of any outward 
influences, brought back the Jewish legal position. This 
fact, however, does not in the least degree warrant us 
in ascribing to Ebionism any influence on the development 
of Montanism. The latter, on the contrary, seems to have 
felt itself* specifically called upon to set forth distinctly, and 
to carry out, whatever was new in Christianity and distin- 
guished it from the Old-Testament position. And this was 
the end which the new epoch of development, introduced by 
the revelations of the Paraclete, was to promote. It could 
only have been unintentionally that Montanism so nearly 
adopted an element of that J udaism which, consciously and 
designedly, it desired to combat. By its theory of ecstacy, so 
fatal to Christian sobriety, it led to an intermixture of excited 
and rapturous feelings with the development of the divine life, 
and thereby, as we shall presently have occasion more particu- 
larly to observe, trenched close upon heathen notions. 

The movement of which we speak originated with a Phry- 
gian, Montanus by name, who lived in the village of Ardaban, 
on the borders of Phrygia and Mysia. The natural peculia- 
rities of the old Phrygian race reveal themselves in his mode 
of conceiving Christianity, and in the shape which the zeal of 
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the new convert assumed. The religion of nature, which pre- 
vailed among the ancient Phrygians, bespeaks the character 
of this mountain race — inclined to fanaticism and supersti- 
tion, readily believing every pretension to magic and ecstacy ; 
and we are not surprised when we find the Phrygian tempera- 
ment, which had formerly found a vent in the ecstatic frenzy 
of the priests of Cybele and Bacchus, exhibiting itself once 
more in the ecstacies and somnambulisms of the Montanists. 

Montanus was one of those men in whom the first glow of 
conversion begets a stern opposition to the world. It ought to 
be remembered that he lived in a country where there pre- 
vailed a strong expectation that, just before the end of all 
things, the church was to enjoy on the earth, the theatre of its 
sufferings, a triumphant reign of a thousand years — and where 
were floating among the people various pictures, coloured by 
an enthusiastic imagination, representing the character of this 
approaching kingdom, the final millennial reign of Christ on 
earth (the so-called Chiliasm).* The time in which he came 
forward as a teacher — either during those calamitous visita- 
tions of nature which led to the tumultuary attacks of the 
populace on the Christians, j* or during the bloody persecu- 
tions of the emperor Marcus AureliusJ — was altogether suited 


* Papias of Hierapolis had no doubt lived and laboured in Phrygia, 
to -which country so many passages in the Pseudo-Sibylline books contain 
allusions. But there is no reason whatever for supposing, with Longue- 
rue and Blondel, that Montanus or any Montanists were themselves 
the authors of these passages ; for in those Pseudo-Sibylline writings 
nothing which belongs to the peculiar ideas of Montanism is to be found. 
We rather see in them the same peculiarly Phrygian cast of mind of 
which Montanism itself is a reflection. Though in these oracles mount 
Ararat is, it is true, transferred to Phrygia, we see nothing in this fact 
hut the same partiality of the Phrygians for their own country, which 
they held to be the oldest in the world, as led Montanus to fix upon 
the village of Pepuza, in Phrygia, for the destined seat of the mil- 
lennial kingdom. 

t See Vol. I. p. 144. 

J No distinct and well-authenticated facts exist from which we might 
form a certain conclusion as to the time of Montanus’ first appearance. 
From the very nature of the case, indeed, the beginning of a move- 
ment of this kind rarely admits of being distinctly fixed. Eusebius, in 
his Chronicle, gives the year 171 as the date when Montanus first 
appeared. But, assuming that the Roman bishop who was induced by 
Praxeas to excommunicate the Montanists was not Victor, but Anicetus, 
—-the reasons for which opinion I have given in my work on Tertullian, 
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to promote such an excitement of feeling, and such a direc- 
tion of the imagination. About this time too a violent con- 
troversy had arisen between the speculative Gnostics and the 
advocates of the ancient, simple doctrine ; much on every side 
was being said of the danger of falsifications of Christian doc- 
trine. All this would naturally work on the mind of the 
Phrygian convert, already inclined by national temperament 
to fanatical enthusiasm. And we must also bear in mind that 
he lived in a period which has already been described as 
forming the boundary between two stadia in the development 
of the Christian church. 

He fell into certain states of ecstatic transport, in which, 
no longer master of his own consciousness, but made the blind 
organ, as he fancied, of a higher spirit, he predicted, in oracu- 
lar, mystical expressions,* fresh persecutions of the Christians ; 
exhorted them to a strict and self-denying conversation, and to 
an undaunted confession of the faith ; and, extolling the bless- 
edness of the martyr’s crown, urged the faithful to risk every- 
thing in order to win it. He announced the judgments shortly 
impending over the persecutors of the church, the second 
coming of Christ, and the approach of the millennial kingdom, 
the blessedness of which he painted in the most attractive 
colours. Finally, he claimed to be considered a prophet sent 
of God to the whole church, as an inspired reformer of its 
whole conduct. By him the church was to be elevated to a 
higher stage of perfection in practice ; and a loftier system of 
morals, befitting its maturity, was to be revealed. He appealed 
to Christ’s promise, that he would, by the Holy Ghost, make 
known things which the men of those times were not yet in a 
condition to understand. He also believed himself to be called 
to give new instructions on the faith, by which the dogmatical 
questions most agitated in those districts were to be cleared 
and defended against the objections of heretics. 

It is probable that in the history of Montanus different 

р. 486, —it would follow that Montanus had already made his appear- 
ance in the lifetime of the Homan bishop Anicetus, who died a.d. 161. 
Apollonius, cited by Eusebius (V. 18), and Epiphanius, both speak in 
favour of the earlier date. The latter fixes the appearance of Montanus 
about the year 157. 

* A contemporary writer cited in Ensebius, 1. V. c. 16, 

uses the term ykUrfuu Plutarch on the ancient oracles, de Pyth. orac 

с. 24. 
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epochs ought to be distinguished. The sympathy with which, 
in that excited period, what he delivered as revelations from 
above was received, doubtless urged him to go still further, 
till at last he claimed for himself a higher mission than he 
may ever have thought of in the outset. On the other Jhs&nd, 
the uncompromising opposition which he afterwards met with 
from other quarters may likewise have served to increase his 
enthusiasm. However, we possess too little information to 
be able accurately to separate and distinguish these several 
epochs. Montanus had associated with him two women, 
Prisca or Priscilla, and Maximilla, who also set up as pro- 
phetesses. 

We will now proceed to a more detailed account of Monta- 
nism, as a tendency stamping itself on particular principles 
and doctrines. We mean that tendency of mind which, 
beginning with Montanus, was further developed, till it was 
reduced to a system by Tertullian. 

We have seen that the fundamental principle of Montanism 
was a one-sided supranaturalist element, which placed the 
mind in a wholly passive relation to the divine influence. 
This principle appeared most strongly prominent in the first 
outpourings of religious feeling in Montanus and his pro- 
phetesses. But the affinity of this principle to the Old-Testa- 
ment position is more clearly discernible in the earliest 
Montanistic oracles than in the later manifestations of Mon- 
tanism. For in the outset they spoke of God the Almighty, 
not of Christ or the Holy Spirit. As the Almighty alone 
ruled the prophet, and his own self-consciousness retired alto- 
gether before Him, it was God therefore that spoke as it were 
in His own name from the prophet’s soul, of which He had 
taken entire possession. Accordingly, one of these oracles of 
Montanus thus runs : “ Behold ! the man is as a lyre, and I 
sweep over him as a plectrum. The man sleeps, and I wake. 
Behold ! it is the Lord who estranges the souls of men from 
themselves, and gives men souls.”* So, in another oracle: 
u I am the Lord, the Almighty God, who take up my abode 
in man I am neither an angel, nor a messenger ; but I am 

un) kvgeif xayu 'farretfjMi urtt >r\*j#rpQv. 'O a.vSgwx’ot 
xuparut, x$yv y^nyofi. ’i^y, xu^teg a trn h ixrrdvuv xxfiUf iffy**** xxi 

xxfiixg^ avdgwyt*. Epiphan. hseres. 48 . 

f Eyx xvpisg, xvgiog o St of, b ravToKoccrcvg, xxrayivo/jutveg tv &vS wiry. 
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come as the Lord himself, God the Father/’ Also, in a pro- 
phecy of Montanus’ associate, Maximilla, there is as yet no 
distinct mention of the Holy Spirit or the Paraclete ; but the 
Spirit, to vindicate himself from the objection that he set men 
beside themselves, declares, “ I am chased as a wolf from the 
midst of the flock. I am no wolf; I am word, and spirit, 
and power.”* On its first appearance, this principle of supra- 
naturalism, which expressed itself in a form more agreeable to 
the Old than the New Testament, was consistently maintained 
by the Montanistic tendency in yet another respect. For 
these new prophets did not promise a progressive development 
of the church commencing with the new revelations, proceed- 
ing from themselves, but that which they announced was to 
bring to a close the whole course of its earthly progress. They 
pointed to the near approach of a new order of things, the final 
separation which was to be made by Christ himself, and the 
setting up of his millennial kingdom on earth. Maximilla is 
said to have declared expressly, “ After me no other prophetess 
shall arise, but the end shall come.”*f The God who had deter- 
mined to bring on the great judgment called on the faithful, by 
His voice in the new prophets, to prepare themselves for it by a 
stricter life, in order that the Lord at his second coming, which 
was near at hand, might find them well prepared. With this 
expectation of the near approach of the end of the world was 
intimately connected that contempt of life and of all earthly 
things, to which the new spirit of the prophets called men. 

But though many of the predictions of the new prophets 
did not come to pass, yet the principle announced by them had 
a powerful and attractive influence on the minds of Chris- 
tians in this period. And as these new revelations were made 
to harmonize with the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, which, 
in the theological system of the church, was as yet imper- 
fectly unfolded, and with that of spiritual gifts, and with 
the promises of Christ respecting the Paraclete, the idea 
gained ground that there were certain seasons or epochs of the 
outpouring of the Holy Ghost, by which the progressive 
development of the church was to be promoted ; a new spring 

• *P vifjM i/jtt), kcu trviS/Mt, **« See Enseb. 1. V. c. 16. 

f The words are cited in Epiphanius: Mir’ olxirr tirrut, 

aXXa ffvvri)»uu. 
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was thus to be added to its ordinary, Tegular course of 
development, in order to complete what was lacking* in it. 

When Tertullian adopted this principle and looked round 
for arguments in support of it, he endeavoured to shew the 
necessity of such a progressive development of the church, by 
appealing to a law running through all the works of God in 
the kingdoms of nature and of grace. 4 6 In the works of 
grace,”' he said, “ as in the works of nature, which proceed 
from the same Creator, everything unfolds itself by certain 
successive steps. From the seed-corn shoots forth first the 
shoot, which by and bye grows into the tree; this then puts 
forth the blossom, to be followed in its turn by the fruit, 
which itself arrives at maturity only by degrees. So the king- 
dom of righteousness unfolded itself by certain stages. First 
came the fear of God awakened by the voice of nature, with- 
out a revealed law (the patriarchal religion) ; then the child- 
hood under the law and the prophets; then that of youth 
under the gospel ; and lastly the development to the ripeness 
of manhood through the new outpouring of the Holy Ghost, 
consequent upon the appearance of Montanus — the new in- 
structions of the promised Paraclete.* How is it possible 
that the work of God should stand still and make no pro- 
gressive movement, while the kingdom of evil is continually 
enlarging itself and acquiring new strength?” On this 
ground the Montanists denounced those who were for setting 
arbitrary limits to the agency of the Holy Spirit, as though 
his extraordinary operations had been confined to the times of 
the apostles alone. Thus, a Montanistic writing of North 
Africa forbids that u any weak and desponding faith should 
suppose that God’s grace was powerful only among the an- 
cients ; since God works at all times, as He has promised, for 
a witness to the unbelieving and for a blessing to the faithful.”t 
The later effusions of the Holy Spirit are indeed to surpass 
all that had gone before. { The Montanists appealed to the 
fact, that Christ himself had promised to believers the revela- 
tions of the Paraclete, as the perfecter of His church, through 

* Tertullian. de virgg. veland, c. 1. 

t Acta Perpytusc et Felicitat. Prafat, 

X Prsefat. in Acta Perpetuse : Majora reputanda novitiora quseque ut 
novissmnora, secundum exuberationem gratia? in ultima saeculi spatia 
decretam. 

VOL. II. 
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'whom he would make known what the men of those times 
would have been unable to comprehend. By this they by no 
means intended to deny the general interpretation of this pro- 
mise which refers it to the apostles. Their opinion was simply 
that the promise did not refer to them alone — was not, by its 
application to them, entirely fulfilled — but that, on the contrary, 
it referred also to the new revelations by the prophets now 
awakened, — that such prophets were a necessary complement 
and enlargement of that original revelation.* The truth, 
springing from the latter and transmitted by the general tradi- 
tion of the church, was invariably implied by the former as 
its immutable foundation. Indeed, the new prophets seem 
thereby to distinguish themselves from false teachers, and to 
prove their divine mission. But proceeding from this founda- 
tion, the Christian system of morals and the whole life of the 
church was by these new revelations to be carried out still 
further ; — for the men who were just weaned from paganism 
and sensuality were not able to meet at once the requisitions 
of Christian perfection. Moreover, by these revelations, the 
Christian doctrines, continually assailed by new heresies, 
were to be defended. As the heretics, to suit their own no- 
tions, made use of arbitrary and false interpretations of the 
holy scriptures, by which they might most easily be refuted ; 
so by these new revelations a fixed and settled authority 
would be established against them. Finally, they would supply 
means for explaining and settling all disputes on matters of 
faith and practice. f On these grounds the Montanist Tertul- 
lian, towards the end of his treatise on the Resurrection, 
addressing himself to those who were willing to draw from the 
fountain jof these new revelations, says, “ You will thirst for 
no instruction ; — no questions will perplex you.” 

Thus Montanism opposed to a rigid, lifeless tradition, a 
free, progressive movement. The occupiers of this new posi- 
tion were in some degree well prepared to distinguish between 
what was changeable and what was unchangeable in the 
development of the church, since, while they admitted the 
immutability of the doctrinal tradition , they yet maintained 

* Tertullian. de pudicitia, c. 12. 

t Tertullian. de virgg. veland. represents as the administratio Para- 
ded, quod disciplina dirigitur, quod scripturae revelantur, quod intel- 
lectus reformatur. 
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that the institutions of the church , according to the exigencies 
of the times , might he altered and improved by the pro* * * § 
gressive instructions of the Paraclete.* While, moreover, 
according to the view of the church, the bishops, as the suc- 
cessors of the apostles and the inheritors of their spiritual 
power, were regarded as the sole organs for diffusing among 
its members the influences of the Holy Spirit, it was the 
opinion of the Montanists, on the other hand, that besides the 
ordinary organs of church guidance, there were still higher 
ones — the extraordinary organs, the prophets awakened by thd 
Paraclete. The latter only, according to the Montanistic 
view, were the successors of the apostles in the highest sense, 
the inheritors of their complete spiritual power. Hence Ter- 
tullian opposes to the church, as consisting of a number of 
bishops, the church of the Spirit, which manifests itself 
through men enlightened by the Holy Spirit .+ While it was 
the custom to derive the power belonging to the bishops from 
the authority to bind and to loose conferred on St. Peter, the 
Montanist Tertullian, on the other hand, maintained that these 
words personally referred only to this apostle, but mediately 
to all those who, like him, were filled with the Holy Gbost;J 
They who followed the voice of the Holy Ghost speaking 
through the medium of the new prophets were as the spiri- 
tually minded, the genuine Christians (the Spiritales), and 
constituted the church in the proper sense; while, on the 
other hand, the opposers of the new revelations were usually 
styled the carnally minded, the Psychical. 

Thus Montanism set up a church of the Spirit, consisting 
of the spiritales homines, in opposition to the prevailing out- 
ward view of that institution. Tertullian says, “ The church, 
in the proper and preeminent sense, is the Holy Spirit, in 
which the Three are One, — and, consequently, the whole 
community of those who agree in this faith (that, viz., God the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are one) is called, after 
its founder and consecrator (the Holy Spirit), the church/’S 

* Tertullian. de corona milit. c. 3. 

f Tertullian. de pudicitia, c. 21 : Ecclesia spiritus per spiritalem 
nommem, non ecclesia numerus episcoporutn. 

$ Secundum Petri personam, spiritalibus potestas ista conveniet, aut 
apostolo aut prophet®. L. c. 

§ Nam et ecclesia proprie et principaliter ipse est Spiritus, in quo est 

r 2 
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The Catholic [?] point of view expresses itself in the fact, 
that the idea of the church is put first, and by this very posi- 
tion of it made outward, while the agency of the Holy Spirit 
is represented as conditioned by, and therefore derived through, 
this mediation.* Montanism, on the other hand, like Protes- 
tantism* places the Holy Spirit first, and considers the church 
as that which is only derived. Assuming this position, the 
order would be reversed : Ubi Spiritus, ibi ecclesia ; et ubi 
ecclesia, ibi Spiritus. But the Montanistic conception does 
not coincide with the Protestant ; for in the former it is not 
the general operation of the Holy Spirit which takes place in 
all believers that is meant, but the above-described extra- 
ordinary revelation. According to the Montanistic view, it 
is partly the latter, which is there placed as the original, and 
partly the acknowledgment of the same in its divine character, 
that constitutes the essence of the true church. The true 
church is that in which God awakes the prophets, and by which 
the prophets are recognised as such. 

Since again, according to the Montanistic theory, prophets 
could be awakened from among Christians of every rank ; 
since the Montanists expressly regarded it as one of the cha- 
racteristics of this last epoch in God’s development of His 
kingdom, that, according to the promises in the prophet Joel,*}* 
which were now passing into fulfilment, the gifts of the Spirit 
were to be dispensed without distinction to Christians of every 
condition and sex. Consequently those requisitions of holi- 
ness of life, which before had been confined wholly to the 
spiritual order, were extended by the new revelations to all 
Christians as such ; they were thus led once more to give 
prominence to that idea of the dignity of the universal Chris - 
tian calling , of the priestly dignity of all Christians , which 
had, in a measure, been suppressed by the confounding 


trinitas unius divinitatis. Illam ecclesiam congregat, quam Dominus in 
tribus posuit (where two or three are gathered together in his name), 
atque ita exinde etiam numerus, qui in hanc fidem conspiraverint, 
ecclesia ab auctore et consecratore censetur. L. c. 

* As in the well-known words of Irenaeus : Ubi ecclesia, ibi Spiritus ; 
et ubi Spiritus, ibi ecclesia. . [Does not Neander mistake his author’s 
meaning ? Is it not simply — in tbe church alone is grace to be obtained ? 
-Eng. Ed.] 

f Praefat. in Act. Felicit. 
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together of the fundamental principles of Judaism and 
Christianity.* 

But although the idea of the church and of its progressive 
development was in one respect apprehended by Moutanism 
in a freer and a more spiritual light, yet, in another way, viz. 
of deriving this progressive development from new and extra- 
ordinary revelations, from a newly awakened prophetic order, 
it returned to the position of Judaisip. While, according to 
the ordinary church principles, it was held that the Old Testa- 
ment priesthood had been transferred to the Christian church, 
according to the Montanistic view it was the old Testament 
order of prophets that was thus transferred. JNow it is re- 
markable that the church, which afterwards adopted many, of 
the views of Montanism, which, from a correct evangelical 
point of view, she had in the beginning censured, also held 
much of what the Montanists asserted of the relation < of the 
new revelations by their prophets to the groundwork of 
church tradition and scripture doctrine, but applied it to ex- 
plain the relation of the decisions of general councils to both 
these matters. A new principle was, at a later date, super- 
induced on the church notion of tradition ; — to the holding 
fast the original doctrine once delivered, was added the 
element of a progressive advancement in harmony with this 
doctrine, and derived from the Holy Spirit. But while, from 
the Montanistic point of view, this actuation of the Holy 
Spirit was regarded as proceeding from newly awakened, 
extraordinary organs ; it was by the principles of the church 
transferred to the bishops, the regular organs of the church 
guidance. f And here comes in also what was formerly said 
concerning the Montanistic notion of inspiration.^ 

But this way of considering inspiration, which, derived 
from the Jews, up to this time had prevailed also among the 
fathers of the church, was now gradually suppressed in the 
conflict with Montanism. The violent opponents of the 
latter absolutely condemned the ecstatic state, considering it 

* See, for example, Tertullian. de Monogamia. 

f [Or rather to the papal see. See Newman on Development, and 
Rev. Archer Butler's Letters in reply. — Eng. £d.] 

t The definition of such an ecstatic state is to be found in Ter- 
tulhan. c. Marc. 1. IV. c. 22; In spiritu homo constitutus, prw* 
sertim cum gloriam Dei conspicit , vel cum per ipsum JJeus loquitur, 
nccesse est excidat sensu, obumbratus scilicet virtu te divina. 
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rather as the sign of a false prophet. Unfortunately the work 
against Montanism by the Christian rhetorician Miltiades, in 
which it was argued that ecstacy is a state of mind at variance 
with the character of a true prophet,* has not reached our 
times ; — a work which, if it were extant, would probably shed 
much light on the interesting discussions of these times about 
inspiration. Men were inclined to derive the state of ecstacy 
from the agency of the evil spirit, as a spirit of confusion and 
of schism ; and contrasted with it the influences of the Holy 
Spirit, as a spirit of soberness and clearness. The Montanistic 
notion of the prophet and the prophetic office was denounced 
in every respect ; no attempt was made to separate what was 
true in it from what was false. Still the free and unbiassed 
spirit of the Alexandrian school reveals itself also in its 
judgment of these phenomena. It is true that Clement of 
Alexandria designates ecstacy as the sign of false prophecy, 
and of the influence of the evil spirit, whereby the soul is 
estranged from itself ;+ but yet he protested against those 
who, as he expresses it, with a blind zeal of ignorance, con- 
demned beforehand everything that proceeded from these false 
prophets, instead of examining what was said, without respect 
to the speaker, and seeing whether it contained any portion 
of truth.} In contradicting Montanism, men fell into the 
opposite extreme of error. Unwilling to admit anything like 
unconsciousness in the prophets of the Old Testament, they 
attributed to them a clear, conscious knowledge of the mean- 
ing of the divine promises which they announced ; § — a view 
of the matter which would necessarily obscure the right under- 

* Iligi rev fjbti h7f er^e<prirnv ev t xrraru ?.aXi7v. 

f Strom, lib. I. f. 311, where he says of the false prophets: T £ oWt 
evrei b imerriru reotQqrivov, us av etretrrurev 2 teixovoi , where, without 
doubt, there is a play on words in the use of the terms txo-ratns and 

X His words are : Ov pt* Six roe Xtyevra xarayvutrrtee apetBus *») ruv 
Xtyepevuv, ertf xtu hr* ruv wrptpnrtvuv vvv Xtyep'ivuv traparyi^nriev’ etkXec 
ra Xiyepstx rxornrtev t! rns iXtSitas t%ireu. Strom. 1. VI. £ 647. As 
we might expect from Clement a more unbiassed judgment than was 
commonly entertained by others, we have so much the more reason to 
regret the loss of the work, in which he designed to speak more fully of 
Montanism — if, indeed, be ever executed that design —viz. hi s book ripe 
Vid. Strom. 1. VI. f. 511. 

§ E. g. Orig. jn Joann. T. VI. s. 2 : U^ertrus aw^MurS** srtfi* 

firm, us eii »* ph ptmmmre ret ire tile v prepares* 
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standing of the relation betweefl the Old and New Testaments, 
and prevent an unbiassed exposition of the latter. 

Montanism, as we observed above, when we enumerated its 
general characteristics, by falsifying the Christian principle, 
bordered very closely upon Judaism on the one sideband 
upon paganism on the other. * 

States which were akin to those of heathen divination, 
phenomena like magnetism and somnambulism, which occa- 
sionally occur in the heathen cultus, were mixed up with the 
excitement of Christian feelings. Christian women, who had 
been thrown into ecstatic trances during the time of public 
worship, were not only consulted for remedies of bodily dis- 
eases, but also for information with regard to the invisible 
world On all these subjects questions were laid before them. 
In Tertullian’s time there was one at Carthage, who, in her 
states of ecstacy, imagined herself to be in the society of 
Christ arid the angels. The matter of her visions corresponded 
to wAat she had just heard read out of the holy scriptures, 
or recited in the psalms that had been sung, or prayers that 
lud been offered.* At the conclusion of the service, and after 
tie dismissal of the church, she was made to relate her visions, 
and from them men sought to gain an insight into the things 
cf the invisible world ; as, for example, the nature of the soul. 

The Jewish element discovered itself also in the pretended 
completion of the system of morals by new precepts which had 
farticular reference to the ascetical life. Thus, fasting on 
fhe dies stationum, which till now had been considered a 
voluntary thing (see above), was prescribed as a law binding 
Jill Christians. The duration of the fast was also extended 
fo three o’clock in the afternoon. For two weeks every 
year a meagre diet, like that which the continentes or luncfirai 
voluntarily adopted, was enjoined on all Christians.^ Against 

* Tertullian. de anima, c. 9, says of her : Et videt et audit sacra- 
xneuta, et quorundam corda dignoscit et medicinas desiderantibus sub- 
mittit. Jam vero prout scripture leguntur, aut psalmi canuntur, aut 
allocutiones proferuntur, aut petitiones delegantur, ita inde materia 
visionibus subministrantur. 

f The so-called Xerophagia. — Sunday and the Sabbath were excepted 
from these fasts. The Montanists were at difference with the Homan 
church in respect also to the not fasting on the Sabbath (see above). 
At the time of Jerome — when, however, in many respects, as, for 
example, in respect to the church constitution, the Montanists seem to 
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these Montanistic ordinances, the spirit of evangelical freedom 
still nobly and emphatically declared itself : but afterwards 
the tendency which first expressed itself in Montanism, aZso 
passed over into the [mediaeval] church. 

. From Montanism itself proceeded a tendency which, instead 
of leading men in the true Christian spirit to value all the 
blessings of humanity according to their true relation to the 
supreme good — the kingdom of God — led them only to ojjpose 
the one to the other. And the same tendency, by the updue 
prominence it gave to the divine element as a power vhich 
suppresses all human action, must necessarily have led also to 
a quietism that crippled and discouraged human activity, j On 
this principle both the blessings of this earthly life ceased to 
be estimated according to their real worth, and the uje of 
means for securing and preserving them was no longer acknow- 
ledged as a duty. Such views naturally fostered a fanatical 
longing after martyrdom. The principle was advanced, that, 
if men were ready to submit to the divine will, they should 
do nothing to avoid those persecutions * which it was God’s 
will to bring upon the Christians for the trial of their faitl. 
This spirit of Montanism characteristically expresses itself il 
the following oracle : — u Let it not be your wish to die oi 
your beds in the pains of childbirth, or in debilitating fever; 
but desire to die as martyrs, that He may be glorified, who 
suffered for you.” By the same mental tendency Montanism: 
in its anxiety to avoid a spirit of accommodation detrimental 
to the faith, was driven to the other extreme of a stern! 
renunciation of all those usages of civil and social life whick 
could in any way be traced to a heathen origin ; and of a 
contempt for all those prudential measures by which it was pos- 
sible to avert the suspicion of the Pagan authorities. It seems, 
among other things, to have been objected to the Montanists, 
that, by their frequent meetings for fasting and prayer, they 
openly defied the established laws against secret assemblies. | 

have departed from their original institutions— they had three weeks of 
Xerophagto. These may be compared with Quadragesimal fasts in the 
later church; and so indeed they are called by Jerome (ep. 27, ad 
Marcellum) : " illi tres in anno faciunt quadragesimas.” 

* See Tertullian. de fuga in persecut. 

t Dejejuniis, c. 13: Quomodo in nobis ipsam quoque unitatem jeju- 
nationum et xerophagiarum et stationum denotaris ? Nisi forte in sena- 
tusconsulta et in principum mandata coitionibus opposita delinquimus. 
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This tendency of their ethical views led to .an over-estimate 
of celibacy ; — and the unmarried life was, even at this early 
date, particularly recommended by the Montanistic prophetess ‘ 
Priscilla to the clergy, as if it was only in this way they could 
be the worthy channels of the Holy Spirit, and could prqpprly 
render themselves capable of receiving the divine gifts of 
grace.* We here observe another instance in which a Mon- 
tanistic error has passed into the [Roman] church. * 4 

Such an ascetical spirit is in most cases coupled with 
ignorance of the marriage state as a form for the realization of 
the highest good ; and there usually goes with it a sensuous 
and simply outward conception of this relation. But Montan- 
ism united with the ascetical tendency a very different con- 
ception indeed of matrimony. The influence of the peculiar 
Christian spirit manifests itself in Montanism by the fact of 
its insisting upon that idea of marriage which Christianity 
first clearly suggested — as a spiritual union in one common 
life, consecrated by Christ, of two individuals, separated by 
sex. The Montanists held, therefore, that the religious con- 
secration of such a union was a matter of the highest moment ; 
they reckoned it as belonging to the essence of a truly Chris- 
tian marriage, that it should be concluded in the church, in 
the name of Christ. A marriage otherwise contracted was 
regarded as an unlawful connection. t Regarding the institu- 
tion in this light, it followed again, that Montanism would 
allmv of no second marriage , after the death of the first hus- 
band or the first wife ; for marriage, being an indissoluble 


* The words of Rigaltius, published in Tertullian’s work de exhor- 
tatione castitatis, c. 11. are: Quod sanctus minister sanctimoniam 
noverit ministrare. Purificantia enim concordat et visiones vident et 
ponentes faciem deorsum etiam voces audiunt manifestas, tam salutares 
quam et occultas. [The whole Montanistic theory is adopted by Mr. 
Newman as a remarkable anticipation of Komish developments. See on 
Development, pp. 350, 351.— Eng. Ed.] 
t Tertullian. de pudicitia, c. 4: Penes nos occult® quoque conjunc- 
tion's, id est, mm prius apud ecclesiam profess®, juxta mcechiam et 
fornicationem judicari periclitantur, nec inde consert® obtentu matri- 
monii crimen eludunt. According to the principles of Montanism, the 
essence of a true marriage in the Christian sense is (De monogamia, c. 
20) : cum Deus jungit duos in unam carnem, aut junctos deprehendens in 
eadem, conjunctionem signavit. (Where, t. <?., to the marriage con- 
tracted by two parties while they were still heathens, the sanctifying 
consecration of Christianity has been superadded.) 
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union in the spirit, and not in the flesh alone, was destined to 
endure beyond the grave.* Tn this instance, also, the Montan- 
ists, in their legal spirit, only pushed to the extreme a view 
to which others doubtless were inclined, j And it is clear 
that in this matter too the Montanistic element passed even 
into the [Roman] Catholic church ; for the way was thus pre- 
pared for the sacramental view of the marriage institution. 

The severe legal spirit of Montanism displays itself in the 
zeal it manifested for the more rigid principles of penance. J 
But the Montanists, inasmuch as, like their opponents, they did 
not rightly understand the relation of baptism to regeneration, 
and that of faith and the forgiveness of sin to the entire 
Christian life, were involved in the same error which was 
the foundation of the whole dispute on the extent of absolu- 
tion.** A true moral zeal against a false confidence in the 
efficacy of absolution, which tended to encourage the feeling of 
security in sin, is expressed in the following exposition of 1 
John i. 7, which Tertullian aimed against a wrong application 
of the passage: — “ John says, if we would walk in the light, 
as He is in the light, we have fellowship one with another, and 
the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanseth us from all sin. 
l)o we sin then, if we walk in the light, and shall we be 
cleansed if we sin in the light ? By no means. For whoso- 
ever sins, is not in the light, but in darkness. He is showing 
then how we shall be cleansed from sin, if we walk in the 
light, in which no sin can be committed ; for such is the 
power of the blood of Christ , that those whom it has cleansed 
from sin it thenceforth preserves pure, if they continue to 
walk in the light.” || 

It is true, as we have remarked, that Montanism encou- 
raged the fanatical enthusiasm for martyrdom ; for, according 
to the Montanistic doctrine, the martyrs had this prerogative, 
that, immediately after death, they were entitled to enter into 
a higher state of blessedness, to which other believers could 

* See Tertullian. de monogamia and exhortat. castitatis. 

f Athenagoras (legat. pro Christian, f. 37, ed. Colon) styles the 
yifiot iturifof iuT^i<rhs Origen (Tom. in Matth. f. 3(53) says 

that St Paul gave permission for a second marriage after the death of 
the first husband or the first wife : ri»> <rxXn£oxafiix» n arStvuav. 

J See on this controversy, Vol. I. p. 217, If. 

§ L. c. 

II De pudicitia, c. 19 ; which work refers generally to this dispute. 
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obtain no admittance ;* and yet, on the other hand, anxiety 
for strictness of penitential discipline induced the Montanist 
Tertullian to oppose the undue homage which was paid to the 
martyrs. Since many, for instance, to whom Montanism re- 
fused absolution, could, through the mediation of the >on- 
fessors, obtain it in the Catholic church, | Tertullian, there- 
fore, spoke against this false confidence in their intercession, 
and also against their spiritual presumption. “ Let it satisfy 
the martyrs,” said he. “ to have purged themselves of their 
own sins. Jt, is ingratitude or arrogance, to spend upon others 
what it must be considered a great matter to have gained for 
one’s self. Who, but the Son of God only, has by his own 
death paid the debt for others? For to this end he came, that, 
being llimself free from sin and holy, He might die for sinners. 
Thou, therefore, who emulatest Him in that thou bestowest, 
the forgiveness of sins, suffer for me then when thou art free 
from sin thyself. But if thou art a sinner, how can the oil of 
thy little lamp suffice at once for me and for thyself ?”£ 

It was in accordance w ; th the one-sided supra-naturalistic 
element of tfie scheme we have been considering, that the 
Montanists did not duly consider the fact that Christianity, by 
beginning with its inward workings, was to transform the life of 
humanity, but rather looked for the kingdom of Ciirist to gain 
the dominion of the world by some outward miracle. This 
was the point to which their extravagant picture of Chiliasm 
attached itself; and in this respect also they only pushed to 
the furthest extreme a way of thinking which at this date 
prevailed very generally in the church. 

If by pietism we understand a morbid direction of devo- 
tional feeling in which some arbitrary figment, some excres- 
cence from without, and cast in one fixed mould, is substituted 
for the natural development of the Christian life — in other 
words, the reaction of a lejjal point of view within Christianity 
— then we shall have good cause to consider Montanism as the 
earliest form of manifestation of what may properly be styled 
pietism. , 

What tended to promote the spread of this party was both 
its relation to Christian principles previously existing, and 

* The Paradise ; see Tertullian. de anima, c. 56. 

f See Vbl. I. p. 306‘. J De pudicitia, c, 22. 
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also the contagious influence of fanaticism, and the food it 
furnished to spiritual pride ; since he who acknowledged the 
new prophets might forthwith consider himself to be truly re- 
generate, a member of the select company of the spiritually 
minded (Spiritales), and despise all other Christians as carnally 
minded (Psychici), as not yet truly regenerated. 

The controversy on Montanism was conducted with extreme 
ardour. In Asia Minor, first of all, were synods held for the 
purpose of inquiring into it, at which many declared themselves 
opposed to it. The proceedings of these bodies were then sent 
to the more distant churches, who were thereby drawn into the 
dispute. Unfortunately, from want of distinct statements, 
much obscurity hangs over the whole of these proceedings, 
and, consequently, over the gradual formation of the Montan- 
istic sects, and their relation to 1 lie rest of the church. 
Though the Montanists considered themselves to be the only 
genuine Christians, and looked upon their opponents as imper- 
fect Christians occupying an inferior position ; though they 
thought themselves exalted above all the rest of the church, yet 
it does not exactly appear that they were inclined to separate 
from the latter, and to renounce its communion. They only 
wished to be considered the ecclesia spirit us or spiritalis , 
within the ceclesia made up of the psychical multitude. From 
a practical point of view they introduced a similar distinction 
as the Gnostics had done from a theoretical one. It is true, by 
this practically aristocratic spirit, the essence of the Christian 
church was not exposed to so much danger as it must have 
incurred from the theoretical. Still the adherents of the new 
prophetical order could not be tolerated in that relation to the 
rest of the church within which they were continually seeking 
to extend themselves, without great injury to its vitality. For 
they claimed only toleration at first, in order that they might 
gradually establish their own supremacy. 

The community at Lyons, when it was smitten by the bloody 
persecution under the emperor Marcus Aurelius, had among 
its members many who came originally from Asia Minor. 
These, from their close connection with the Asiatic church, 
were led to take a lively interest in the proceedings relative to 
Montanism. The community wrote to Eleuthcrus, bishop of 
Rome, and the presbyter Ircnaeus was the bearer of their letter. 
Much light would be shed on the whole subject, had we more 
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distinct information respecting the contents of this letter ; but 
Eusebius* barely remarks that its judgment on the matter was 
just and orthodox. Now, as Eusebius certainly considered the 
Montanistic tendency as heretical, we might infer from this re- 
mark that the judgment of the letter was unfavourable r the 
Montanists. But in that case the letter could not have had in 
view the end which Eusebius assigns 1 o it, that of putting an 
end to the dispute. This object rather leads us to suppose that 
it was written in a spirit of Christian moderation, and by ex- 
tenuating the importance of the disputed points, and by refuting 
the various exaggerated charges laid against the Montanistic 
churches, sought, amidst the diversity of views respecting the 
worth of the new prophetic order, to maintain Christian unity. 
On this supposition alone the favourable opinion which Origeu 
expressed of the contents of the letter is explicable, which lie 
could not have given had it breathed a decidedly Montanistic 
spirit. This supposition, moreover, best accords with the 
known character of Irenaeus, a man of moderation and a lover 
of peace ; as also with his opinions, which, without being 
Monlanistie, were yet not wholly unfavourable to the Montan- 
ists. By this mission, Eloutherus was probably persuaded to 
make peace with those churches. But, soon after, Praxeas, 
a violent opponent of Montanism, came from Asia Minor to 
Koine; and partly by reminding the Roman bishop of the 
different conduct of his two predecessors, Anicetus and 
Sot or, f partly by his unfavourable representations of the state 
of the Montanistic churches, persuaded him to revoke his pre- 
vious decrees. The Montanists now proceeded to form and 
propagate themselves as a distinct sect. From their country 
they were styled Cataphrygiawt , and Pepuzians , because 
Monfan us, it was said, taught that a place called Pepuza, in 
Phrygia (which probably was the first seat of the Montanistic 
church), was chosen to be the spot from which the millennial 
reign of Christ was destined to begin. 

It follows from the relation of Montanism to the mental 
tendencies prevailing in the church, that there would be 
various gradations and stages of transition between the latter 
and a decided form of Montanism ; as also many shades of 

* Lib. V. c . 3. 

f The truth of this assertion depends, however, on the question whether 
the bishop before mentioned was Eleutherus or Victor. 
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difference amongst its opponents, from those who did not 
overlook the Christian element in this phenomenon — as, for 
example, a Clement of Alexandria — down to those who, by 
their uncompromising opposition, were driven to the opposite 
extreme, and to a contrary depravation of the Christian spirit. 
As Montanism confounded together the Old and New Testa- 
ment positions, its antagonists drew therefore a broader line of 
demarcation between them. Their current watchword was 
borrowed from Matthew xi. 13, “ The prophets and the law 
prophesied until John the Baptist — then they were to cease.” 
This maxim they opposed as well to the new ascetical ordi- 
nances and to the new precepts, which shackled Christian 
freedom, as to the new order of prophets, by which the church 
must submit to be governed.* Tertullian remarks that they 
who so applied the above passage would have done better if they 
had banished the Holy Spirit entirely from the church, since they 
made His office so perfectly an idle one.f But his complaint is, 
in this case, unjust, for both parties were agreed in believing 
that the church could not subsist without the continued opera- 
tion of the Holy Spirit. The only point of dispute between 
the two parties was the mode of that operation, whether it was 
one which was founded in the ordinary development of the 
church, or whether it was one continually created anew by a 
supernatural interposition of God. And it was the very 
antagonists of Montanism who seem to have brought forward, 
in contrast to the Old Testament view, the conception of the 
Holy Spirit, as the new, animating principle, both of indi- 
viduals and of whole communities, alike actuated by Him. 
From this specific difference they drew the conclusion that 
the church was not to be made dependent on any new pro- 
phetical order. The most decided opponents of Montanism 
(such as the Alogi hereafter to be mentioned) either denied the 
continuance of the miraculous gifts, the charismata, which 
distinguished the Apostolic church, and which in form at least 
evinced something of a supernatural character; or refused to 
acknowledge the prophetical gift as consistent with the Chris- 
tian position, considering it as belonging exclusively to the 

* Tertullian replies : Palos terminales iigitis Deo, sicut de gratia, ita 
de disciplina. De jejuni is, c. 1 1. ' 13 

t Superest, ut totunx auferatis, quantum in vobis tam otiosum. De 
jejuniis, c. 11. 
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Old Testament. All such therefore refused to admi; any pro- 
phetical book into the canon of the New Testament. It is to 
be regretted that our information is so scanty respecting the 
so-called Alogi, and that the work of Hippolytus on the 
charismata, which was probably written in opposition to these 
ultra anti-Montanists, has not reached our times. We should 
otherwise have been enabled to speak more definitely and 
certainly of this dispute, and of the way in which it was 
handled. 

There were also antagonists of Montanism who, to a fana- 
tical tendency to indulge the feelings, opposed a negative 
tendency on the side of the understanding, and who, from a 
dread of what was fanatical, rejected much also that was 
genuinely Christian. It is true, as must be evident from all 
that has been said, that Montanism formed the extreme point 
of the anti-Gnostic spirit. And yet that ultra spirit of intel- 
lectual anti-Montanism, if it wished to maintain itself in its 
stern sobriety, so hostile to everything of a transcendent cha- 
racter, must have been no less opposed to the speculative and 
mystical element in Gnosticism. And the dread of the Gnostic, 
no less than the dread of the Montanistic tendency, might 
push men to one-sided negations. It is easy to understand 
how persons with some partial leaning of this sort would pro- 
bably be struck with the peculiar element of St. John as wholly 
foreign from their own views, and how they w r ould be in- 
clined to insist upon the differences between the gospel accord- 
ing to John and the other evangelists, which they were disposed 
to assent to,* for the purpose of showing that the gospel 
which the Montanists were most accustomed to quote in 
defence of their doctrine on the new revelations was not a 
genuine one. Irenaeus, from whom we have the first account 
of this party, most certainly goes too far when he asserts that 
they rejected the gospel of John simply on account of the 
passage in it which speaks of the Paraclete. f That passage 

* As, for example, according to the testimony of Epiphanius (hscres. 
51), that the history of the temptation is omitted in John, that in the 
Synoptical evangelists mention is made of one passover, in John of two. 

f Irenmus, lib. III. c. 11, e. 9. His words are : Ut donum spiritus 
frustrentur, quod in novissimis temporibus secundtftn placitum Patris 
effusum est in humanum genus, illam speciem non admittunt, quae est 
secundum Joannis evangelium, in qua Paracletum se missurum Dominus 
promisit. 
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alone could not possibly have induced them to take such a step, 
for in truth they only needed to limit, as was actually done by 
others, the promise to the Apostles, in order to deprive the 
Montanists of this authority. As, however, it was their prac- 
tice, when those words of Christ were adduced in favour of 
the Montanistic view, to pronounce the whole book which 
contained them spurious, it was only to indulge a propensity 
and to make inferences, which is but too common in theological 
polemics, to conclude that they had rejected the gospel solely 
an account of this single text. 

Apart from the consideration that the antagonists of Mon- 
tanism were disposed to reject the Apocalypse as a prophetical 
book, and favourable to Chiliasm, the whole drift and style of 
this book must have possessed something alien from the frigid 
intellectual spirit of this party. They made sport of the 
seven angels and the seven trumpets of the Revelation. Such 
a tendency, however, of the understanding, so prosaic as that 
described above, was something too foreign from the youthful 
age of the church to meet with a very general reception. 

As in Montanism a tendency to reject and condemn the 
existing elements of culture appeared in its most decided 
form, so, on the other hand, the tendency which strove to 
reconcile with Christianity the existing enlightenment, and 
to cause it to be pervaded with the Christian spirit, pre- 
sented itself. This was the case especially in the Alexandrian 
school. But here the question arises, from what source is 
this tendency to be derived, and what was the original aim of 
the school itself? Was it in the outset merely an institution 
for communicating religious instruction to the heathen, or 
had there long existed in Alexandria a school for edu- 
cating teachers for the Christian church — a sort of theological 
seminary for the clergy ? The notices of Eusebius * and of 


* Lib. VI. c. 10, that a 'hriotcrxu.'kuov Uf>u>v Xoyeuv had existed there 
from ancient times, which according to ecclesiastical phraseology may 
be most naturally interpreted as meaning a school for the expounding of 
the scriptures. But this is not sufficient to characterize the particular 
mode and form under which the Alexandrian school appeared ; though 
it is easy to comprise under these words all that belonged to theological 
study in the sense of this school, when its condition and character are 
once understood. For its Gnosis was designed, without doubt, to 
furnish a key for the right understanding of scripture, and was to be 
derived from scripture by allegorical interpretation. A distinct classi- 
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Jerome * are too indefinite to furnish any solution of this 
question ; and, besidas, neither of these fathers was duly 
qualified to distinguish the form of this school as it existed in 
his own time from that which it originally had. We must 
therefore content ourselves with what is known of the labours 
of the individual catechists who presided over the school, and 
do our best to deduce therefrom its general character. Now 
we find that originally a single person was appointed by the 
bishop of Alexandria to hold the office of catechist, whose 
business it was to give religious instruction to heathens, and 
probably also to the children of the Christians in that place, t 
Origcn was the first to share the duties of this office with 
another person. For he found its duties too heavy to allow 
of his prosecuting at the same time his more scientific theo- 
logical labours. The catechumens were then divided into two 
classes. Thus, even if originally the office of catechist at 
Alexandria differed in no respect from the same office in other 
cities, yet it must of itself have gradually become a very 
different tiling. 

Men were required for this office who possessed a perfect 
acquaintance with the Grecian religion, and most especially 
must they have received a philosophical education, so as to be 
able to converse and to dispute' with any learned pagans who, 
after long investigations on other questions, might turn their 
attention to Christianity. It was not enough to teach here, as 
in other churches, the main doctrines of Christianity according 
to the so-called 7 rapuoo(ri £ : with these enlightened catechumens, 
it was necessary to go back to the primitive sources of the 
religion in scripture itself, and 10 seek to initiate them into the 
understanding of it, — for such required a faith which would 
stand the test of scientific examination. Clement , who was 
himself one of these catechists, points out the need of high and 
rich talents in the holder of the catechetical office at A lex- 

fication of different theological disciplines, as exegesis, dogmatics, &c., is 
pot to be thought of in this age of the church, when everything was still 
in one chaotic mass, — as has been very clearly pointed out by Hr. Di- 
rector Hasselbach of Stettin, where he explains this phrase in his Disser- 
tation de schola, quae Alexandria floruit, catechetica, Part I. p. 1 5. 

* De vir. illustr. c. 36. 

f Eusebius (1. VI, c. 6) says that Origen, when a boy, had been a 
pupil of Clement. 

VOL. II. q 
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andria, when he says,* * * § “lie who would gather from every 
quarter what would be for the profit of the catechumens, 
especially if they are Greeks j (for the earth is the Lord’s and 
the fulness thereof), must not, like the irrational brutes, be 
shy of much learning, but he must seek to collect around him 
every possible means of helping his hearers : ” and directly 
after, | u All learning is profitable, but the study of holy scrip- 
ture is particularly necessary, to enable us to prove what we 
teach, (‘specially when our hearers come to us from the Greek 
learning.” § The patience and skill which these Alexandrian 
teachers required to possess, to answer the multifarious ques- 
tions which were proposed to them, is indirectly intimated by 
Or i gen, when he reminds Christian teachers that, following 
Christ’s example, they ought not to get out of temper when 
questions are proposed to them, not for the sake of informa- 
tion, but for the purpose of putting them to the proof. || 

Much care was therefore necessary in selecting these Alex- 
andrian catechists, and the office w r as conferred in preference 
on men of learning and philosophical minds, who had them- 
selves been led to embrace Christianity by the results of philo- 
sophical inquiry; such, for example, as Pantanus . the first 
Alexandrian catechist of whom we have any distinct know- 
ledge, and liis disciple Clement. 

The range of instruction imparted by these men gradually 
extended itself, for they were the first who, on the principles 
of the catholic faith, attempted to satisfy a want deeply felt 
by numbers — the want of a scientific exposition of the faith, 
and of a Christian science. To their school were attracted 
not only those educated pagans who, liaving by their teaching 
been converted to Christianity, and being seized with a desire 

* Strom. 1. VI. f. 659, 11. 

f To complete the thought; — lie ought not to he timid in exploring the 
vestiges of truth even in pagan literature, and to appropriate the useful ; 
for all comes from God, and is, as such, pure. 

+ Strom. 1. VI. f. 660, C. 

§ With these remarks compare what Clement says generally with 
regard to those to whom the faith must be demonstrated after the 
manner of the Greeks. 

J| In Mattii. T. XIV. S. 16: nu^u^ofx'ivov rnXotwreu eatrrjgos vixmv , rl; 

*ruv fAaSnr** stvrou ayamxriln nray/xivo; tig IdctrjtctXietv, esri rZ nuoaZj.tr- 
Sai M mo. oint, %x ^XofMcSttae, iXX’ tiro rev 9Uod,\%. 

iS-iXn* ; 
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to devote themselves and all they possessed to its sendee, 
chose, with this in view, the Alexandrian catechists for their 
guides, but also those youths who, having been brought up 
within the Christian jiale, were thirsting after a more pro- 
found knowledge, in order to prepare themselves for the office 
of church teachers. Thus quite spontaneously a theological 
school grew up. Alexandria thus became the birthplace of 
Christian theology in the proper sense, such as it sprang partly 
from the inward impulse of the mind longing for scientific 
knowledge, and partly from an outward aim and apologetic 
zeal to defend the doctrines of the church against the attacks 
both of philosophical Greeks, and also of the Gnostics. 

Rightly to understand the early growth of this school we 
must consider its relation to the three different parties in con- 
nection with, or in opposition to, which it was formed, and 
whose different tendencies it believed it possible to com- 
bine by means of a higher principle which should reconcile 
their antagonistic views. I mean its relation, 1. To those 
seekers after w isdom, the Greeks, who despised Christianity as 
a blind faith that shunned the light of reason, and who were 
only confirmed in their contempt of it by the grossly material 
and sternly repulsive views of those uneducated Christians 
with whom they generally came in contact ; 2. Its relation to 
the Gnostics, a numerous class in Alexandria, who at the same 
time that they spoke with contempt of the blind faith of the 
fleshly multitude, by the promise of a higher, esoteric know- 
ledge of religion, won over to their sect not only those pagans- 
who sought after wisdom, but also those Christians who were 
not satisfied with the religious instruction ordinarily afforded ; 
3. Its relation to the primitive class of the church teachers, 
w ho looked chiefly to the practical and real, and more espe- 
cially to the zealots among them, whom the pride and arro- 
gance of the Gnostics had rendered suspicious of all speculat- 
ion and philosophy, and whatever in its tendency appeared to 
resemble a Gnosis, and w ho were in continual dread of a cor- 
ruption of Christianity by the admixture of foreign philoso- 
phical elements. By means of a Gnosis having its root in 
and harmoniously adjusting itself to the faith,* the Alexan- 
drians hoped to be able to avoid whatever was partial and 
false in either of these tendencies, and even to reconcile them . 

* Tyeuertf opposed tO the ^tvhuWfios. 

Q 2 
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They differed from the Gnostics in their theory of the rela- 
tion of the yviovu: to the tt tanc, in this respect, that they 
acknowledged faith to be the foundation of the higher life for 
all Christians — the common bond, whereby all, however differ- 
ing from one another in intellectual culture, were still united 
in one divine community. They also opposed the unity of 
the catholic church, grounded in the faith, with the strife of 
the Gnostic schools ( diarptfiai ). They did not assume distinct 
sources of knowledge for the tt'mttiq and for the yviotriQ, but 
the same for both, namely, the common tradition handed down 
in all the churches concerning the fundamental doctrines of 
Christianity, and the holy scriptures. They made it the 
business of the Gnosis simply to place in the clear light of the 
consciousness what had been first appropriated by faith, and 
received into the inward life ; to unfold all that was contained 
therein in its intrinsic coherence ; to place it on the basis and 
under the form of science ; to prove that this was the genuine 
doctrine that came from Christ ; to give a history of it, and 
to defend it against the objections of its enemies among pagan 
philosophers and heretics. They used as their motto one 
which seems to have been currently handed down from some 
earlier period, and which, from the time of Augustin to the 
establishment of the scholastic theology for which he prepared 
the way, was subsequently employed to mark the relation of 
faith to knowledge. This was Isaiah vii. 9 — a passage, it 
must be allowed, which in the Alexandrian version only 
admits of the sense they ascribed to it, and there only when 
isolated from the context :* — “ ’Ecu' p/ 7rtor£V(7r?re, ovci jii) 
avvrjrt” “If ye do not believe, neither shall ye understand.” 
These words were first used to signify that he who believes 
not the gospel can obtain no insight into the spirit and essence 
of the Old Testament, but afterwards in the kindred sense, that 
without faith in Christianity and its several doctrines it is 
impossible to understand the nature of either. According to 
the measure of faith, it was held, would be the progress in 


* Just as, in more recent times, many texts from Luther’s trans- 
lation of the Bible came to be current as proofs for propositions 
relatiug to Christian faith or practice, although this application of 
them was wholly inconsistent with the sense which they had in the 
original. 
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understanding the truth — the degree of knowledge will corre- 
spond to the degree of faith.* 

Clement of Alexandria defends the value of faith against 
those pagans and Gnostics who confounded it with opinion, 
“ It is plain.” he says, “ that faith is something godlike, that 
can be destroyed neither by the power of any other love, 
however worldly, nor by present fear.”f He places faith in the 
same relation to the higher life as that of the breath to the 
sensible life. J It is with him an important feature in the 
essence of faith, that it spontaneously seizes the godlike, 
anticipating the conception, and proceeds from well-disposed 
sentiments.§ In this phase of faith, so far as it presupposes 
an attractive power of the godlike on the human heart, and, 
on the part of the latter, a spontaneous surrender to that power, 
he has well understood its essential character. He supposes 
that in human nature there is a sense for truth, which is 
attracted by it, and repelled by whatever is false. |] Accord- 
ingly ho characterizes faith as something positive — a positive 
union with the godlike ; and, on the other hand, unbelief as a 
negative quality, which, as such, presupposes the positive.1T 
Together with faith, according to this view, there is at the same 
time given the highest tiling of all- -the divine life itself. As 
he elsewhere remarks,** “ He that believes the Son hath 
eternal life. If they who believe, then, have life, how can 
there be anything higher for them than life eternal ? Faith 
wants nothing; it is complete in itself and self-sufficient.” 
Clement here sets it down as the characteristic of faith that it 
carries with it the pledge of the future, that it anticipates the 


* Stromat. 1. I. f. 273, A.: 1. II. f. 362, A.; 1. IV. f. 528, B. and 
Orig. in Mattli. ed, Huet. T. XVI. s, 9: 'Ex rod •narurriuxlvai xa.ru rnv 
uvaXoy'iuv rns orirnw;, ro ffuvnvcu. 

f Buov rt liven, (tnn u<ro aiXXn' QtXias xotr/juixr,: 'biutrvreouivn> ) (Ann v<ro 

qZfcov <ru£ovros huXuo/jAvnv. Strom. 1. II. f. 372. 

+ Tr,v mmv oiru; ctvayxuistv rZ yvanrrtxZ u‘Xug%oi)ff‘uv, u; rZ xuru 
tov^ Karpov rovZi (Ziouvn, or^o; ro £>?» ro ZvuorvsTv. L. C. f. 373. 

37^ i xoueriog xat or^oXn^t; tvyvuftovo; arpoxetruXn^tus. L. C. f. 


|| Tov ttvSgwTov, Quail ft sv 6ictfii(&XnfAivov c rgog rnv rod <4>tvbov; avyxuru- 
&£07V^ ixovra Ss uQofytaf Tgo$ orttrnv r aXnSod;. L. C. f. 384. 

*|| H aonrrtet direr terrain; odora rr, ; arianu; Zuvafthv Zuxvum rnv ffuyxard- 
3 ^* 384 T * Kai ' T ‘ lfTtV ' * vv “ rct & a - artgnri; ovk av yiyoiro. Strom. 1. II. 

*" Pscdagog. lib. I. c. C. 
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future as if it were present.* When this divine life, received 
by faitli, permeates and cleanses the soul, it puts it in possession 
of a new sense for the discernment of divine things. So 
Clement remarks, “ Behold 1 will do a new thing, says the 
Logos, Isa. xliii. 19, which eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, 
neither hath it entered into the heart of man to conceive, 
1 Cor. ii. 9 ; which can be seen, heard, and conceived only 
with a new eye, a new ear, a new heart, through faith and 
understanding; since the disciples of our Lord speak, con- 
ceive, and act spiritually .”f 

This intimate connection between knowing and living 
belongs to the peculiar character of the Alexandrian Gnosis. 
The Gnosis was conceived by this school, not as a mere thing 
of speculation, but as a result of the whole tendency of the 
new inward life growing out of faith and manifesting itself in 
the conduct — as a habitus practicus animi . This is expressed 
in the following words of Clement : “ As is the doctrine, so 
also must be the life; for the tree is known by its fruit, not 
by its blossoms or its leaves. The Gnosis comes, then, from 
the fruit and the life, not from the doctrine and the blossom. 
For we say that the Gnosis is not merely doctrine, but a 
divine science ; it is the light that dawns within the soul out 
of obedience to the commandments, which makes all tilings 
clear, teaches man to know all that is contained in creation 
and in himself, and how he is to maintain fellowship with 
God ; for what the eye is to the body, such is the Gnosis to 
the mind.”J There can be no such thing as a knowledge of 
divine things without that living them out, which is the fruit 
of faitli. Knowing and living here become one. This unitv 
of the theoretical and the practical element, of the objective 
and the subjective, presented itself to Clement out of the 
depths of his own Christian consciousness, although the Neo- 
platonic philosophy lent him a form for the expression of it, 
in what it taught concerning the identity of subject and 


* * ExUVO S's TO (Tapi) fAtffTiZirou V$V Vrg0Uk9l$0TtS IffOfjLiVOVy fJOlTX T*IV ava- 
ffreumt cLvoXa/u.&uvo/uiv ytvopttvtv. 

f Strom. 1. II. f. 3U5, B. 

x hut Uuvo TO tv tx 'i'ttxy iyyivo/jcmv \x r? \g xxt'x Tug ivToXag ovreutoris, 
to Tot xxTxhnXot oroiouv, ra <ri iv ymiertt avrov Tt tov avD^sn^rov ixvt'ov ts 
ytvuo-KUv xupacrxwoifyv, xxi t n'fioXov xuSitrretffSui 'bihttexov. Strom. 1 . 
III. f. 444. 
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object' — of the voov v and the vorjrov, at the highest position 
of knowledge.* 

This therefore, according to the Alexandrian scheme, is the 
subjective condition, and the subjective essence of the Gnosis. 
As respects the objective source of knowledge whence the 
Gnostic is to seek to gain still deeper and clearer views of* the 
truths which he has received by faith into his inner life : this, 
according to Clement, is Holy Scripture. If many, devoid of 
the requisite training to search the scriptures for themselves, 
simply adhered to the essential and fundamental truths of the 
creed which, in agreement with the Paradosis , had been com- 
municated to them in their earliest instruction, yet the Gnostic 
must distinguish himself from these ordinary believers by his 
ability to prove and deduce those truths from a comparison 
of the different parts of holy scripture, and from the same 
source to refute all opposite errors. Instead of a faith 
grounded on the authority and tradition of the church, such 
an one should possess a faith grounded on the knowledge of 
the lliblc. Accordingly Clement says, I “ Faith is the com- 
pendious knowledge of essentials; Gnoris, the strong and 
stable demonstration of the things received by faith, erected 
on the foundation of faith, through the doctrine of our Lord, 
whereby faith is raised to an irrefragable scientific know- 
ledge.” The same father, in answer to the pagans and Jews, 
who objected that, owing to the multitude of sects among 
the Christians, it was impossible to know where the truth was 
to be found, refers them to the infallible criterion of holy 
writ, and observes, u We rely not on men, who merely give 
us their opinions, to which we, in like manner, may oppose 
our own. l»ut since it is not enough merely to give our opinion, 
and since it is necessary to prove what we affirm, we do not 
wait for the testimony of men, but prove it by the word of 
the Lord, which is the most certain of all arguments, or rather 
the only argument — the form of knowing whereby those w r ho 

* f**i*irt WurryfAw t%uv xec i yvZtrn xsxrijtrSaj, (<riy yw<rrtxov,) in- 
ffTriprv y t uvxt xou yvatw. L. C. 1. IV, f. 490. 

t & oSv vriffTi; rvvrofAot i<rnv, <u; stos tfartTv, tuv xetTix’Sfyovrai* 
ywtrts, fi ^ yvSrts ds uvolulr, rruv 'hia, vriffrtvs iratjtiXtffifttva/v l<r%upat xct'i 
fi 'ifyuo;, 'hta rr,s xvgjxxiji hixexetKtets Woixo%9[Aov[/jUn r>» s/r fi 

txttvtov xai pir irwrvptji xarecXqrrov at itatcTijxTcvax. Strom. 1. V1L 
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have simply tasted of the scriptures become believers , and 
those who have made greater progress and become accurately 
acquainted with the truth are Gnostics”* * * § 

Hence Clement denominates that Gnosis which results from 
comparing different passages of scripture, and which deduces 
the conclusions that flow from the acknowledged maxims of 
faith — a scientific faith, j* The Gnostic, according to him, is 
one who has grown grey in the study of the holy scriptures, 
whose life is nothing else than works and words corresponding 
with the transmitted doctrine of our Lord.f But it is only 
for the Gnostic that the holy scripture generates such a 
knowledge of divine things, because he only brings to them 
the appropriate believing spirit. Where this is wanting the 
scriptures appear unfruitful. § This inner sense, however, is 
not sufficient of itself to deduce from the holy scriptures the 
truths they contain, to unfold them in all their bearings, and 
combine them into an organic whole, as well as to defend 
them against the objections of heathens and heretics, and to 
apply them to all the results which human knowledge had 
previously been allowed to attain to. For all this there is 
required a preparatory scientific culture, and such a culture 
could not be created anew and at once by Christianity. The 
Alexandrians felt and perceived the necessity of pressing into 
the service of Christianity the Greek learning ; of infusing 
into the latter the virtue of the former, as the leaven which 
was to leaven the whole lump of humanity. || 

Here the Alexandrian Gnosis drew upon itself numerous 
objections from the other party, who despised the learning of 
the Greeks as altogether repugnant to Christianity. Against 
these it had to defend itself and vindicate its peculiar method, 

* Strom. VII. f. 757. 

f *E Tttrrtiu.ovixii trim?. Strom. 1. IT. f. 381. 

X Strom. 1. VII. f. 76U et 7G3. 

§ Strom. 1. VII. f. 75(5. Tot; yvutrnxoTs xtxvbxetfftv oil y^uQotl. 

1] Which similitude of the leaven Clement illustrates in a very beauti- 
ful manner. He calls it “ the power bestowed on us by the Word, which 
by small means effects much in a secret, invisible manner, attracting to 
itself every one who has received it, and reducing his whole nature to 
unity." ,'H le%vt tow koyov b doStTra npiv, ffuvro/uo; ovffx xat luvctrv j, cravra 
<rev xaraitfyZfittvov xett i vrog iaurou xrwttfjt.tvn eturhv, Wtxix^yfiukywg n xett 
utpd ve»g trfog teturbv 1'lxtt xett to orotv clItou ffvtrrvipa. tig tvornret ffvvetyu. 

Strom, lib. V.,f. 587. 
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and most interesting is the conflict which they had to carry on, 
and it is one which has often been repeated in history. 
Against the Alexandrians it was argued, that the prophets, 
and the apostles at any rate, knew nothing of philosophical 
learning. Clement answered: u The apostles and prophets 
undoubtedly, as disciples of the Spirit, spake what the Spirit 
communicated to them ; but we can rely on no such guidance 
of the Holy Spirit superseding all human means of culture 
to enable us to unfold the hidden sense of their words. A 
scientific culture of the mind is necessary to enable us to 
evolve the full meaning of what was imparted indeed to them 
by the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, but which they conveyed 
in their own words. He who in his thoughts wishes to be 
enlightened by the power of God, must previously accustom 
himself to philosophize on spiritual things, must have already 
inured himself to that form of thought, which is now to be 
animated by a new and higher spirit. A logical cultivation 
of the mind is requisite in order duly to distinguish the am- 
biguous and equivocal words of scripture.” * In answer to 
those who would have men satisfied with faith alone, and 
who rejected all science which others wished to employ in the 
service of faith, he says, 44 It is as though they would look 
for the grapes at once, without having bestowed any previous 
culture on the vine. Under the figure of the vine our Lord 
is presented to us, from which we must expect only fruit pro- 
portionate to the reasonable care and art of the husbandman. 
It is necessary to prune, to dig, and to train, and whatever 
else is to be done ; the hook, the hoe, and other implements 
used in the culture of the vine, must be employed, that it may 
yield us the pleasant fruit.” f According to this, the proper 
business of the Gnosis appears to have been to unfold the 
matter of the faith, to digest it, and to preserve it from the 
intermixture of foreign elements. 

Clement had to defend the Alexandrian Gnosis against the 
objection, that divine revelation was not admitted to be in 
itself the sufficient source of truth, but was represented as 
standing in need of additional aid, and of a support from without, 
so that those w r ho did not possess the advantage of scientific 
culture, were precluded from understanding it. To this he 


* Strom, lib. I. f. 292. 


f h. c. f. 291. 
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answers,* * * § “ If for the sake of those who are always ready to com- 
plain, we must draw a distinction, then we would call philoso- 
phy a cooperating aid to a knowledge of truth ; a seeking after 
truth ; a preparatory discipline of the Gnostic ; but that which is 
simply a cooperative means we make not the cause nor the prin- 
cipal thing. Not as though the latter could not exist without 
philosophy ; for, in fact, nearly every one among us, without the 
general scientific culture, without the Grecian philosophy — 
many of us indeed without even being able to read or write, but 
captivated by that divine philosophy which came from the bar- 
barians, have, by the power from on high, received through faith 
the doctrine of God. Complete and sufficient in itself, then, is 
the doctrine of the Saviour, as the power and wisdom of God ; 
and even when to this is added the Grecian philosophy, it 
makes not indeed the truth more powerful ; all that it does is 
to render futile the at tacks of sophistry, and as it wards oft' all 
delusive machinations against the truth, lias been properly de- 
nominated the wall and hedge of the vineyard. J The truth 
of faith is like the bread which is indispensable to life; the 
preparatory discipline may be compared to that which is eaten 
with the bread, and to a dessert.” 

In general, Clement was distinguished for the mildness and 
moderation with which lie met the opponents of the Alexan- 
drian Gnosis. Generally he acknowledged the justice of their 
anxiety as excited by the phenomena of the times, and accord- 
ingly he felt constrained to acknowledge the true zeal for 
Christianity which lay at the bottom of their opposition. 
Occasionally, however, the blind zeal of las opponents, and 
his own conviction that their grossly material and one-sided 
tendency was a serious obstacle to the spirit of Christianity in 
its effort to ennoble the whole man, and that many in con- 
sequence took offence at it — all this seduced him into the 
fault of speaking in somewhat rough terms of his opponents, 
and of refusing to do justice to their honest zeal ; as, for 
instance, when he says,§ “ It is not unknown to me (what 

* Strom, lib. I. f. 318. 

f ,r A vitf tvs tyxvxXieu vrailutts. 

j What the ancients said of logic in its relation to philosophy, that it 
was the Sg/yxe?, the Alexandrians applied to the relation of philosophy 
itself to the Christian gnosis. 

§ Strom, lib. I. f. 278. 
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many an ignorant brawler* has at his tongue’s end) that fait 
should cling to the most necessary things, to all essential 
points, and reject all those foreign and superfluous matters 
which would occupy us to no purpose with what has no 
bearing on our great object and again : f “ The multitude 
dread the Grecian philosophy, J as children do a mask, fearing 
it will carry them off. But if their faith is of such a sort 
(for knowledge I certainly cannot call it) as can be over- 
thrown by specious words, it is always liable to be sub- 
verted ; for saying tlir they confess that they have not the 
truth ; since truth is invincible, but false opinions are over- 
thrown at any moment.” We recognise in all this Clement’s 
magnanimous confidence in the might of Christian truth, 
which had nothing to fear from opposition, but rather would 
come forth from the conflict with brighter lustre — although 
we must own that this confidence leads him to be unjust upon 
a faith which, in the consciousness of its own weakness, is 
over anxiously concerned for the safety of what it prizes 
above all earthly possession. The Gnostic, according to Cle- 
ment,- -who is here applying a saying ascribed in the apocry- 
phal gospels fo our Saviour — 4< yiieaSe oo/:t/xoi rpa7rt’i'irat,” 
(be ye skilful money-changers) — should in all cases distin- 
guish truth from specious error, as genuine from counterfeit 
coins, and therefore fear no power of semblance. The Chris- 
tian needed the Grecian philosophy, for the very purpose of 
pointing out to the philosophically educated pagans its errors 
and its insufficiency, of refuting them on their own prin- 
ciples, and of conducting them from this to the knowledge 
of the truth. “ Thus much,” observes Clement, § u I would 
say to those who are so fond of complaining : if the philosophy 
itself is unprofitable, still the study of it is profitable, if any 
good is to be derived from thoroughly demonstrating that it 
is an unprofitable thing. Then again, we cannot convince 
the heathens by merely pronouncing sentence on their dog- 
mas ; we must enter with them into the development of 

* ’a ttaSZf ipoQu&uf. f L. c. lib. VI. f. 655. 

X Clement, Stromat. VI. 659, wittily remarks, “ Most Christians treat 
the doctrine in a boorish manner; like the companions of Ulysses, they 
seek, not to avoid the Syrens, but their rhythm and song, ignorantly 
stopping their ears, for they know that, if they once lend an ear to the 
Greek philosophy, they would be unable to make good their escape from 
it.” § Stromat. lib. 1. f. 278. 
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details, until we force them to acquiesce in our sentence. 
For that refutation wins the fullest concurrence which is 
combined with a thorough knowledge of the matter in hand. 
In another place he says,* “ For to the Greeks, who seek after 
that which passes with them for wisdom, we must offer things 
of a kindred nature, so that they may come to the belief of 
the truth (and we have a right to expect they will come) by 
the easiest way, through what is already familiar to them. 
For I become all things to all men, says the apostle, that I 
may win all.” 

The most violent opponents of this liberal tendency, in order 
to bring about a total condemnation of the study of the Greek 
philosophy, adopted the Jewish legend contained in the book 
of the pseudo-Enoch, which represented all higher kinds of 
knowledge as having come to the heathen in an unrighteous 
way through the agency of fallen spirits ; and on this authority 
they made all the heathen philosophers, without exception, to 
be organs of the evil spirit. They considered the whole pagan 
world before Christ to be a direct opposition to Christianity ; 
confounding what was really heathenish with the original and 
divine element, to which heathenism, while it adulterated and 
obscured it, owed its existence ; they refused to recognise any 
affinity between Christianity and that part of man’s nature in 
which, amidst all its corruption, a relationship to God gleams 
forth, and without which Christianity never could have been 
transplanted in the soil of heathenism. Or else, like the stern 
and fiery Tertullian, the friend of nature and all original mani- 
festations of life, but the foe of art and false cultivation, they 
saw in philosophy nothing but the hand of Satan, falsifying 
and mutilating the original form of nature. Clement endea- 
voured to confute this party also on their own principles : 
“Even if this view were correct,” he says, “yet even Satan 
could deceive men only by clothing himself as an angel of 
light ; he must draw men by the appearance of truth, by ming- 
ling the true with the false ; we must therefore search for, and 
acknowledge, the truth, from whatever quarter it may come. 
And even this communication cannot take place except in 
accordance with the will of God ; it must therefore be included 
in God’s plan of education for the human race.” ] 

* L. c. lib. V, f. 554. 

f The sense of the passages in Strom, lib. VI. G47, and lib. I. 310. 
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Speaking, however, from his own position, he declares him- 
self strongly against such a view. “Is it not strange,” he 
says, “ when disorder and sin are the appropriate works of 
Satan, to represent him as the bes tower of so good a thing as 
philosophy ? for in this case he would seem to have been more 
benevolent to the good men amongst the Greeks than Divine 
Providence itself.” * 

Clement, on the other hand, traces in the progress of Greek 
philosophy the working of a divine education of mankind, — a 
sort of preparation for Christianity suited to the peculiar cha- 
racter of the Greeks. It was the favourite idea of Clement that 
the divine plan for the education of mankind constituted a great 
whole, of which lie considered Christianity to be the end, and 
within which he included not merely the providential dealings 
of God with the Jewish people, but also , though in a different 
way, the providential dealings of God with the heathen world. f 
In reference to that narrow and partial conception of his- 
tory, which would confine the overruling agency of God in 
preparing for Christianity exclusively to the Jewish nation, 
Clement remarks, “ Every stimulus of good comes from God. 
He employs those men who are peculiarly fitted to guide and 
instruct others, J as his organs to work on the larger portions 
of mankind. Such were the better sort among the Greek philo- 
sophers. That philosophy which forms men to virtue cannot 
be a work of evil ; it must be the work of God, from whom 
is every stimulus of good. Arid all gifts bestowed by God 
are bestowed for right ends, and received for right ends. 
Philosophy is not found in the possession of bad men, but was 
given to the best men among the Greeks it is evident, there- 
fore, from what source it was derived, viz. from that Providence 
which bestows on each whatever is most appropriate to his 
peculiar temperament. It is clear, therefore, that to the 
Jews was given the law, to the Greeks philosophy, until the 
appearance of our Lord. From this period a universal call 
has gone forth for a peculiar people of the righteousness by 
faith, since the common God of both Greeks and barbarians, 
or rather of the entire human race, has brought all together 
by one common Lord.§ Before the coming of our Lord, 


* Strom, lib. VI. f. 693. f See the General Introduction, vol. I. 

X The byiftovixo'i and rmfounxoU § Strom, lib. VI. f. 693 et 694. 
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philosophy was necessary to the Greeks as a means of 
righteousness ; but now it is useful in the service of piety as 
a sort of preparation for demonstrating the faith : for thy foot 
will not stumble if thou derivest all good from Providence, 
whether it belong to the heathens or to ourselves ; since God 
is the author of all good — both in a special sense, as the gifts 
of the Old and the New Testament, and also in a more indirect 
sense, as in the case of philosophy. And perhaps the latter 
also was given to the G reeks in a special sense, as preliminary 
to our Lord calling the Gentiles, since it educated them as the 
law did the Jews, for Christianity ; and philosophy was a pre- 
paratory step for those who were to be conducted through 
Christ to perfection.” * When Clement speaks of a righteous- 
ness to be obtained by philosophy, he does not mean that 
philosophy could lead men to the end of their moral destina- 
tion, and qualify them for attaining to everlasting life ; on the 
contrary, he held that redemption was absolutely necessary for 
that ; nothing could, in his opinion, be an adequate substitute 
for this fact. All else only served to prepare for the appro- 
priation of this as its ultimate end. How firmly he was con- 
vinced on this point is evident indeed from the fact — which 
W'e shall consider more minutely in another connection* — that 
he held a particular ordinance to be necessary after death, to 
bring even those heathens of whom lie judged so mildly to a 
conscious appropriation of the redemption. . He distinguishes 
between a doctrine that makes man righteous, which in his 
view is the gospel only, and a. doctrine which could do no more 
than prepare tin* way for that, j He distinguishes between a 
certain stage in the awakening of the religious and moral con- 
sciousness, a certain excitement of the moral impulse, of moral 
training, and that universal and complete righteousness which 
is the end of man’s nature generally, J in contradistinction to 
that partial cultivation of human nature which belongs to a 
distinct period of human development. He himself says§ 
of the Greek philosophy, that it is too weak to fulfil the pre- 
cepts of our Lord ; that it only serves, by ennobling the man- 
ners and by encouraging a belief in Providence, to prepare 

* Strom, lib. I. f. 282. 

t A ilx<r*akiet n rihxouova-ay r, n u; vovro x^^yo>yeu<rcc kou trukkccufidvwFa,. 

Strom, lib. VI. f. 644. 

% 'Hxn&factthxoturvW' Strom. I. 319. L § L. c. I. f. 309. 
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the minds of men for the due reception of the royal doctrine. 

“ As God willed the well-being of the Jews,” says Clement, 
<4 by giving them the prophets, so he separated from the mass 
of common men the most eminent among the Greeks, making 
them appear as the prophets of that people in their uvn 
language, according to the form in which they were capable 
of receiving his blessing. And as now, in due season, f 
comes the preaching of the gospel, so in due season the law 
and the prophets were given to the Jews, and to the Greeks 
philosophy, that their ears might be practised for this procla- 
mation.” J 

In fact Clement speaks from the experience which he had 
made in the case of many of his contemporaries who had 
been led by the Platonic elements of their philosophical edu- 
cation to embrace Christianity, and probably also in that of his 
own mental development. In proof, therefore, of what he had 
said, he appeals to the fact that amon^ those who had embraced 
the faith were those who had been conducted by the discipline of 
the Greeks, no less than bj that of the law, to the one family 
of the people of the redeemed. § “ As the Pharisees, who 

mingled human ordinances with the divine law, came through 
the medium of Christianity to a right knowledge of the law, 
so the philosophers, who by human one-sidedness had obscured 
the revelation of divine truth in the mind of man, came 
through Christianity to the true philosophy.” || To illustrate 
the transfiguration of philosophy by Christianity, Clement uses 
the comparison of the graft, a figure which had already been 
employed by the apostle in an analogous sense, and which 
happily sets forth the ennobling influence of Christianity on 
human nature. u The, wild olive,” he observes, “ is not want- 
ing in sap, but in the power of rightly digesting the sap which 
flow s to it. But as soon as a branch from the noble olive-tree 
is grafted upon it, the graft receives more sap, which it assimi- 
lates to itself while the cluster acquires the power to digest it. 
In like manner the philosopher, who may be compared to the 

* Au,vjyi<rv rariPgovlZ.euo’x to %Sos kx) irgoruvrovra. xxt vrgotrrvQovtra us 
rageihoxhv 7*1 s aXuSt/atf tov rr^ov otxv ^o^x^ovtx. 

t KXieov, i, e., when, under the previous guidance of Divine 

Providence, mankind had become prepared for it. 

X T xs xkoxs ISJ^ovex iroos to xvpvyax, L. C. lib. VI. f. G36, Seq. 

§ Strom, lib. VI. f. G36 et 637. 

L. c. f. 644. 
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wild olive, is possessed of much crude and undigested matter, 
since he is full of an active spirit of inquiry, and longs after 
the noble sap of truth ; and when at length, through faith, he 
receives the divine power, he digests the nutriment conveyed to 
him, and becomes a noble olive-tree.” * This comparison is 
certainly eminently suited to express the thought which Clement 
had in his mind, that, as all the riches of human learning 
cannot make up for the want of the divine life, which it needs 
in order to its ennoblement ; so the new divine principle of life 
imparted by Christianity requires all the treasures of human 
culture, in order to acquire a shape, and to incorporate itself 
therein. Clement employs another happy simile, when he says 
that the full, pure revelation of divine truth in Christianity 
stands in the same relation to the fragmentary, partial, and 
turbid apprehension of it in human systems, as the pure, clear 
rays of light beaming forth immediately from the sun, do to 
those which are artificially collected by the burning-glass.! 
Thus Clement secures a Tooting for a more impartial consider- 
ation of the developing process of religious truth, as well in the 
period after, as before, Christ’s appearance ; as well in the 
Christian heresies, as in those systems of Greek philosophy 
which professed more or less of a religious interest. Every- 
where Clement could find, alloyed, dissipated, and sundered 
from its natural and original unity, what in the pure primi- 
tive Christianity is exhibited as a whole, which combines 
together all the momenta in harmonious unison. Error arises 
only from giving undue prominence and isolation to parti- 
cular verities, which owe their truth to their combination in a 
whole. In this view Clement says, J “ Since the truth, then, 
is one, — for falsehood only has a thousand by-paths, a 
thousand fragments, just as the Bacchantes cut to pieces 
the limbs of Pentheus, — so the sects that come from the bar- 
barians (the Christian sects) and the sects of the Greek phi- 
losophy boast of that portion of trutli which they possess, as 
if it were the whole truth ; but by the rising of the light 
everything is brought into clay.” “ As,” he says, “ Eternal 

* L. c. f. 672. 

t i Wtw/th <piXoiro(fua. ry \x rUs SgxXXidof s/hxi »jv «»««*- 

roufiv avfyvirot tiktou, xXirrovrsi to <p£e, K»gv%B£vr6s Vt rod 

Xoyou y t*> \xu,0 to olytov i $us. Strom. 1. V. f. 560 ; 1, VI. 
f. 688. X L. c. I. 298. 
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existence in a moment brings to view what in time is divided 
into past, present, and future, so truth lias the power of 
bringing together its kindred seeds, although they may 
have fallen on an alien soil. The Greek and the barbarian phi- 
losophies have in a certain way rent into fragments eternal 
truth — not a Dionysus, as in the mythus, but the divine reve- 
lation of the eternal Word. But he who brings together again 
what they have rent asunder, and reduces the Word to it com- 
pleteness and unity, will without danger discern the truth.” * 

Thus Clement was the first to give utterance to the idea 
of a scientific conception of history having its ground in Chris- 
tianity, — the idea of a true understanding of the history of 
doctrines, as a developing process going forth from the Chris- 
tian consciousness, exhibiting itself, with more or less of purity, 
in all forms, whether within or without the church, — an idea 
which, after it had once been started, and propagated in the 
Alexandrian school, being compelled to yield to a one-sided 
dogmatical and to a narrow polemical spirit, was soon lost, to 
rise again, arid to find — after many and great revolutions of 
the human mind botli in religion and science — a more con- 
genial soil in far later times. Thus, even in heresy, the Alex- 
andrians wisely discerned a Christian truth lying at the bottom 
of it ; and with much discrimination measured the importance 
of controverted questions by their different relations to the 
essence of Christianity.')' 

In one aspect of the case it might seem then as if Clement, 
so far from acknowledging the distinction which the Gnostics 
made between an esoteric and an exoteric Christianity, had 
maintained the one life of faith in all Christians, and had 
understood by Gnosis simply the scientific knowledge and 
development of the doctrines contained in the faith ; and con- 
sequently conceived the difference between the yv^trig and the 
irlane, not as a material , but only as a formal one. But al- 
though such a view was suggested to him by the connection 

* 'Hr* (oi^a^ot % rt 'EXXrivizvi QtXoffotplx rhv a/%ov dXnBtiay <riraoa.yfjt.ov nra 
eu rvs Aiovvtrou ftuBoXoytus, r%{ 2* rov koyov rod ovrog ait BioXoyias orttrottirut. 
'O Si rtt tjygvfiiva cwBuf uvBtg xxt \ioxotnffag riXtiov toy Xoyev i a*tvhvY*>s tv 
**B* on xaroxf/trat rrjv aXnBttav. 

f See, for example, in Strom, lib. VI. f. 675, the important distinction 
between Ol aryt n*a ruy Iv (Aou a^aXXofctvot and o\ tig <rei xv^tirura 
<r*za*' t *r»Yn t . Compare also Clement’s judgment on Montanism, cited 
above, page 214. 

VOL. II. E 
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of the Christian life with Christian thinking, yet it was some- 
thing too novel to be at once fully apprehended and con- 
sistently carried out. The all-pervading Christian principle, as 
distinguished from the aristocratic principle of education and 
scientific culture among the ancients, had, even in those minds 
to which it found access, to contend with various reactions of 
the earlier systems. And this continued to be the case until 
it had given rise to an independent Christian theology and 
system of faith ; as we shall see when we come to consider the 
genetic development of these principles down to the revolution 
brought about in the Western theology by Augustin. Ac- 
cordingly we find Clement perpetually verging towards the 
Gnostic or the Platonic position. With an idea of faith 
which flowed from the very essence of Christianity there was 
associated in his mind the still lingering notion, derived from 
the Platonic philosophy, of an opposition between a religion 
of cultivated minds, and arrived at by the medium of science, 
and a religion of the many, who were shackled by the senses 
and entangled in mere opinion (cog a). 

To judge from several of his explanations, he seems to 
understand by niaruj only a very subordinate position of sub- 
jective Christianity — a carnal faith, implicitly adhering to 
the mere letter of authority, such as is very far from the 
proper spirit and essence of Christianity, and answers rather to 
the position of the law than to that of the gospel. Gnosis, on 
the other hand, is according to him an inward, living, spiritual 
Christianity, a divine life, similar to what the mystic opposes, 
as true inward Christianity, to mere historical faith. While 
the simple believer is impelled to goodness by the fear of 
punishment and the hope of future blessedness, the Gnostic, 
on the other hand, is stimulated to all that is good by the in- 
ward and free impulses of love. He requires no outward evi- 
dence to convince him of the divine character of Christianity 
— he lives in the consciousness and immediate intuition of 
divine truth, and feels himself to be already blessed therein. 
While the mere believer (?r uttlkoq) acts from obscure feelings, 
and consequently sometimes misses what is right, or at least 
fails to perform it in the right way, the Gnostic, on the other 
hand, acts uniformly with clear Christian convictions under 
the guidance of an enlightened reason.* Clement makes the 
♦ Strom, f. 518, 519, et 645. 
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distinguishing characteristic of the Gnostic to be that which 
belongs to the very essence of the pure Christian position 
generally — • namely, that through love the future is already 
become present.* What the Stoics said of the wise man. lie 
applied to the Gnostic. The latter alone does right for the 
sake of the right end, to which the whole life should be re- 
ferred, with a clear consciousness of what he is doing. All 
his actions therefore are, as Clement terms them by an appli- 
cation of the Stoic terminology, KaropSto/jiara. The good, on 
the other hand, which the moructfc does, more unconsciously, 
— instinctively, — is a /aeVor, something intermediate between 
good and evil, f This resembles what the Gnostics said of 
the good works of the mere psychical Christians. Hence the 
yt '(Unrig is its own supreme end — not a means to something 
else ; for it is the life in the godlike itself ; it would live only in 
the uninterrupted contemplation of the godlike, and struggles 
only to arrive at possession of itself. But the niffriQ is a 
means, inasmuch as it is impelled to the avoidance of sin and 
to obedience by the fear of punishment and by the hope of 
reward. J We find in Clement a remarkable exposition of the 
difference between intuition, knowledge, and faith, wherein 
he defines their relation to each other. Faith receives the 
fundamental doctrines, without intuition, only with a view to 
practical exercise ; the intuition of the spirit soars immediately 
to what is highest ; the intermediate step by demonstration is 
what lie calls yviocrir; and t7ri0r///ii7.§ 

When Clement is speaking of the progressive steps in the 
divine education of man, and represents the Logos as the $e~ioq 
7raivaywy6c, he says, || “ All men belong to him, some with 


* "F.or/v etvry 3/ dyd-rnt itvrrut re (jl iXXav. L. C. 1. VI. f. G52. 
t Tou 3t arrkeUt ortorov ptern orgotis \iyetr etv priiion e Ka.ro. Xeyov iztnnkiw- 
fj.rihi <r*jy xetr Wtorotcriv xeerof&evp tvtj- Strom, lib. VI. f. 660. With 
which may be compared, perhaps, what he says of the o&ob^oorttit 

xaXevptveis. "Eoyot: ’Xpeo&ieevreei xotXoTs, oux ifiortf el oroiovoi. L. C. lib. I. 
f. 292. 


t L. c. lib. VI. f. 663. 

§ The different meanings of tyovws, according to the different ways of 
employing the conception : *E *tMv f, ch *? rtfcaXXy rots vrgvroif alrlotf , vdmots 
xetkurett' erctv Si return* aorohuxrt xu Xoyu (hfictuuotircci, yvwfftf rt xett * rterrnpti 
6*ofia£ireti‘' it Ji retf « uketfiitctv ffuvTuvovm ytvopivn, x»t ditto Stupas tragechfca 
pitts rev upyxov Xoyov, xarx rnv iv airn \\ioyaolotf rnetfOit, vrlong Xtytreu 

L. c. lib. VI. f. 691. ||‘ L. c. lib. VIl) f. 702. 
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consciousness of what He is to them, others not as yet ; some 
as friends, others as faithful servants , others barely as servants . 
He is their Teacher, educating 1 the Gnostics by the revelation 
of mysteries (the inward intuition of truth), the believer by 
good hopes, and the hardened by the corrective discipline of 
suffering/* Thus then what Clement says on the relation of 
the yvtjcrriKoe to the 7TUTTIKGQ', in respect to subjective Chris- 
tianity, seems to agree entirely with what the Gnostics taught 
concerning the relation of the rfr£vf.iaTiKog to the \pv^u;6g in 
the same respect. But still there is an important difference 
between them in two points. First of all, Clement did not derive 
these two different positions from original differences in human 
nature, but recognised in all alike a capacity for attaining to 
the highest ; so that everything depends simply on the culti- 
vation which that capacity should receive from the activity of 
each individual. In the second place, he differs from the 
Gnostics in admitting a common foundation of objective Chris- 
tianity for both the higher and lower position of Christian 
knowledge and life. It might be said that, inasmuch as this 
distinction is no arbitrary invention of his, but corresponds to 
the different positions to be discerned in the Christian life as it 
manifested itself in his age — and which, moreover, since it is 
grounded in the gradual process of the development of the 
Christian principles in life, recurs again in later times — there- 
fore the language employed to denote it is not of so much 
importance ; for it can make no so great difference whether 
we suppose two several degrees in the development of faith 
and of the life in faith, or whether, like Clement in many 
passages of his writings, we attribute the true spiritual life of 
faith to the Gnosis only. Yet this distinction is by no means 
so insignificant as it might at the first glance be deemed, but 
it both possesses a deeper ground and is followed by more 
important consequences. The reason why the Alexandrians 
conceived the matter in this way lay partly in their predomi- 
nantly intellectual tendency, and partly in the form under 
which faith was presented to them in the case of many of the 
Christians of their day. 

As regards the first point, it is evident that, by the pre- 
dominantly contemplative and speculative tendency of their 
mental character and their entanglement in the forms of the 
Platonic philosophy, the Alexandrians were hindered from 
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recognising, in its full extent, the independent practical power 
of faith to transform by its own unassisted energy the whole 
spiritual life from within ; although, in order to arrive at this 
truth, Clement needed only to unfold what was clearly involved 
in his own language (already quoted) on this subject. 

As to the second point, we must bear in mind the particular 
shape under which, in many cases, faith was presented to the 
Alexandrians, — appearing to be little else than a blind belief 
on authority, associated, as it would seem, with a sort of sen- 
suous Eudemonism. They could not fail to observe, it is 
true, the ameliorating influence of faith on life, even where it 
presented itself under this form, as soon as they compared 
the condition of these men as Christians with what they had 
previously been as pagans ; and indeed, as we have already 
remarked, they were far from denying it. But still they 
thought they could see in it nothing of the ennobling influence 
of Christianity on the whole inner nature of the man — nothing 
of the divine life of the spirit ; and this sensuous Christianity 
was repugnant to their own spiritualizing mode of thought. 
They might, too, be led, by the repulsive impression which 
this sensuous form made upon them, to overlook the divine 
life which, unable as yet to break through the hard shell, 
lay hidden under this incrustation. And again we ought 
not to forget that, when the new spiritual world first began 
to be formed out of Christianity, much still lay confused in a 
chaotic mass that by slow degrees only could be separated 
and reduced to order; as, for example, the different parts of 
theology, which afterwards mutually set bounds to each other. 
This was the case especially with the different brandies of a 
theology which was to spring immediately out of Christianity, 
and of a Christian philosophy which was to receive from Chris- 
tianity its main impulse and direction. Thus much that was 
vague and erroneous may be traced to the fact that in the souls 
of these men different interests and requisitions were as yet 
confounded together, although the immediate religious interest 
was invariably the predominant one. Hence it was that, for- 
getting the immediate and originally practical aim of holy 
writ, they sought in it for the solution of questions which 
it was never designed to answer. 

Such a mistake discovers itself in Clement's answer to 
those who opposed the humility of knowledge to the Alexan- 
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drian Gnosis. “ The wise man is convinced,” they urged, 
« that there are many things incomprehensible; and it is 
precisely in making this acknowledgment that his wisdom 
consists.” But Clement replied , “ This wisdom belongs as 
well to those also who are capable only of very narrow and 
limited views. The Gnostic comprehends what to others 
appears incomprehensible ; for he is convinced that to the Son 
of God nothing is incomprehensible, and that there is nothing, 
therefore, concerning which he may not be made wise by Him ; 
for He who suffered out of love to us could withhold from 
us nothing which is necessary for our instruction in the 
Gnosis.”* 

The fundamental ideas here unfolded respecting different 
stages of development in Christianity we find presented once 
more by Origan, the second great teacher of the Alexandrian 
school ; but in such a way as leads us to recognise in him 
a disciple gifted w r ith creative powers of his own. For 
although he may have been excited by ideas transmitted from 
another, or passing current in a certain circle, still he did not 
adopt them as mere matters of tradition, but, apprehending 
and digesting them in a form peculiarly his own, reproduced 
them in an independent manner out of the common sense of 
his own Christian experience and reflection. And here we 
must bear in mind the fact that lie did not belong to those who 
by the Platonic element of philosophical culture had been 
conducted from paganism to Christianity, but that he came 
to the pursuit of a Gnosis from the position of a well- 
assured faith and childlike piety. This earnest ami settled 
faith he had received from a Christian education ; and to this 
he ever remained true, amidst all the changes of his outward and 
inner life. As the fervour of his piety, when a child, had led 
him to seek martyrdom, so in the evening of life, when his 
fundamental principles in theology and dogmatics had under- 
gone a complete change, lie still displayed the same zeal which 
exposed him to great sufferings in the cause of his faith. Even 
from the position of his Gnosis, he was far from wishing to 
resolve Christianity into a certain system of general ideas, and 
to consider the historical element as nothing but their drapery. 
The acknowledgment of the great facts of Christianity in their 
reality — this was the preliminary axiom which his Gnosis 
* Strom. 1. VII. f. 649. 
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adopted from faith ; and it was the very aim of that Gnosis to 
arrive at a full understanding of the significance of these facts 
in their connection with the whole development of the universe. 
The Gnosis was to demonstrate that without these facts the 
universe could never reach the ultimate goal of its completion. 
This striving to penetrate into the inmost meaning of thiugs 
was not (as in the case of such a tendency might well be sus- 
pected) combined with any inclination to sublimate every- 
thing into the subjective ; but, on the contrary, its aim was to 
arrive at an understanding of the great phenomena of religion 
in their objective import, and in their connection with super- 
natural factors. We will illustrate this position by a remark- 
able instance. In commenting on the sudden conversion of 
entire populations or cities, Origen seeks for the cause, not in 
their previous course of development, but in the impression 
which the appearance of Christ produced on the spiritual 
powers presiding over these populations ; just as, in the case 
of the Gnostics, the effect of Christ’s appearance on the spirit 
of humanity and of history was represented objectively as an 
effect on the Demiurge.* 

In his controversies with the pagans, who reproached the 
Christians with their blind faith, Origen often insists upon it 
as the peculiar excellence of Christianity — as a revelation from 
the God who cares for the salvation of all men — that it 
possesses a power to attract the great masses of mankind, 
who are incapable of scientific inquiry, and, by virtue of bare 
faith, f to operate with divine energy for their sanctification. 
He appeals to the experience of many who could bear testi- 
mony to this influence of Christianity, and also to the whole 
analogy of life, wherein every act that has a future end 
in view must proceed on faith and trust. \ Those who had 
first attained to the faith in this way, and become improved 
by it, might afterwards of themselves be inclined to enter 
by degrees more deeply into the sense of the holy scriptures.§ 

* Origen, T. XIII, s. 58: 'Kya> 31 vo/xtZ,u *«.) ortot robg agx ovr *f Tl 

y i no- Sat, p,irafiuXovTas ew< To /Si krlav iv ry Xgitrrou im2*}utx, tZra Ttvxg oXxg 
troXug » Ktti tSvvt otKttongov vroXhuv ir%nxivat t * wgog tov Xgirrov. 

t WtX'n *'t<rrtg, ortm; Stkoyog. 

+ Compare, c. g., c. Cels. lib. I. c. 9, and lib. YI. c. 12, seq. 

Jj Mst<* rw aira? yivofj/ivnv urayeoyriv, <pi\oTip,ytraffSxi or^og to text fiaSur tgx 
ruv xtxovibiAtmv von/Aaratv fv ru?g yoatyalg xxrxXxfiuv. Philocal. C. 15. 
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The Pistis he considers to be the lowest position of Chris- 
tianity, which must exist precisely on this account, “ that the 
simple also, who to the best of their power devote themselves 
to a pious life, may obtain salvation.” Above this he places 
the position of the Gnosis and of the Sophia. The latter is a 
divine wisdom communicated by divine grace to such souls as 
are capable of receiving it, and as seek after it by the study 
of the scriptures and by prayer to God. Human wisdom, the 
wisdom of this world, is only a preparatory discipline of the 
soul, designed by the exercise of the thinking faculty to 
qualify it for the attainment of that higher wisdom which is 
the supreme end.* If the Gnostics confined the faith which 
is awakened by miracles exclusively to the psychical natures, 
Origen, on the contrary, appealed to the instance of the 
Apostle St. Paul, who was brought to the faith by a mira- 
culous vision. f To the fundamental Montanistic principle he 
formed the due contrast by placing the gifts of knowledge 
and teaching above that of miracles, and appealed to the fact 
that, in that passage of the second epistle to the Corinthians 
which treats of the mutual relation of these charismata, St. 
Paul assigns to the former the highest rank. J 

Like Clement, Origen, in many passages, expresses himself 
emphatically with regard to the nature of faith, and insists 
that it is a fact of the inner life, whereby man enters into a 
real communion with divine things ; and from this living faith 
he distinguishes that which is built and rests only on outward 
authority. Thus, in his exposition of St. John viii. 24, § he 
says, i6 Faith brings with it a spiritual communion with him in 
whom we believe ; and therefore also a kindred disposition of 
mind, || which must manifest itself in works. The object of 
faith is taken up into the inner life, and there becomes an 
informing principle. Where this is not the case it is only a 
dead faith, and deserves not the name of faith. Now, as 

♦ Tuftvdtriov fj/tv Qetptv iW/ rvs -^vx^s rhv avSouvr'ivyv trotoUv. rikos r*sv 

$«;*». C. Cels. 1. VL c. 13. 

f In Joann. T. XIII. s. 59. 

tqv X^yav &£ptTiftcc ruv Ivi^yuuv, chct tovto lvioyriu.izToc 

fovti/ttivv xeti Mra ixp*™* xarurifv r'&nn X*?? ** koylxcc 

C. Cels. 1. III. c. 4G. 

§ In Joann. T. XIX. s. 6. 

j| &mx ue&xi xetret rir Xoyov xtu trvpwtQvxivou ubrZ. 
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Christ, as the Logos who has appeared in humanity, presents 
himself to the religious consciousness under various relations,* 
so the faith will correspond to these various relations ; and as 
Christ is an object of faith in these different relations, and is 
received as such into the inner life, this fact must be actually 
manifested, so that nothing that conflicts with what Christ is in 
these several relations may gain admittance into that inward life. 
Thus, together with faith in Christ as the Righteousness, 
the Wisdom, the Power of God, there is also given the appro- 
priation of all that is involved in these conceptions, and 
whatever contradicts them is excluded.” It might be said, it 
is true, “ that Origen is here speaking rather of an ideal than 
of an historical Christ. Were the latter left wholly out of the 
account, and those general attributes of which Christ is de- 
picted in the history as the personal representative substituted 
for Him, nothing would be thereby changed.” But assuredly 
this would be to foist a wholly foreign meaning upon the great 
teacher. He, whose higher life had sprung out of a belief in 
the history of Christ, and ever continued to be rooted in that 
faith, — he, moreover, to whose mind this Christ had cer- 
tainly been all that he denoted by these conceptions, was, we 
may well affirm, very far from separating what was so closely 
united in his own inner experience. From such a spi- 
ritual communion with this real Christ, as had its root in 
faith, all these qualities must be developed in each indi- 
vidual case — an order of connection which, moreover, in his 
ideas (hereafter to be explained) is grounded on the rela- 
tion of the bnErfiJLia rvrjTri tov \6yov to the £7rto?/pta ala^rri* 
And lie says expressly, with the Apostle St. John, that who- 
soever denies the Son, the same hath not the Father in any 
form, “neither for the Pistis nor for the Gnosis.”f It is 
true, as we have just seen, that Origen acknowledged the im- 
portance of miracles as a means of awakening religious faith, 
and he recognises a certain stage of faith arising primarily 
from the impression produced by miracles ; but yet he re- 
quires that the faith should rise beyond this stage, up to 
the spiritual apprehension of the truth. Accordingly he 
distinguishes J a sensuous faith in miracles from faith in the 

* The different tvrmlai rod Xwrod. 

t In Joann. T. XIX. s. 1. fed. Lommatzsch, T. II. p. 143. 

In Joann. T. XX. c. 25. 
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truth. He says, comparing St. John viii. 43 and 45, “ Those 
sensuous Jews had indeed been impressed by the miracle, and 
believed in Jesus as a worker of miracles ; but they had not 
the requisite temper for the reception of divine truth, and did 
not believe in Jesus as a reveal er of the more profound truths 
of religion:”* and he adds, “ We may see the same thing at 
the present day exemplified by multitudes, who wonder at 
Jesus when they contemplate his history, yet, when some more 
profound doctrine, exceeding their own power of comprehen- 
sion, is unfolded, believe in him no longer, but suspect that it 
is false. Let us therefore take heed, lest he say to us also, 

6 Ye believe me not, because I tell you the truth.’ ” 

Origen sometimes compares the relation of the Pislis to the 
Gnosis with the relation of the present world to the future, 
— of that which is in part to that which is perfect,* — of faith 
to intuition ; as, for instance, w hen he says, “ They w ho 
have received the charisma of the Gnosis and of the Sophia 
live no longer in faith, but in sight ; — they are the spiritually- 
minded, who are no longer at home in the body, but even 
while here below are present with the Lord. But they are 
still at home in the body, and not yet present with the Lord, 
who do not understand the spiritual sense of scripture, but 
cleave wholly to its body (its letter, see below). For if the 
Lord is the Spirit, how r can he be otherwise than still far from 
the Lord who cannot as yet seize the spirit that maketli alive 
and the spiritual sense of scripture ? But such a person lives 
in faith.”| He is at great trouble to explain, in favour of 
his own views, what St. Paul had said, 2 Cor. v., so di- 
rectly contrary to them, concerning the relation of faith to 
sight, combating, not without sophistical equivocation, the 
position correctly maintained by most of the fathers of the 
church, that Paul spoke of himself as one who still lived in 
faith, and had not yet attained to sight. He assumes that the 
phrases, “to be present in the body” and <k in the flesh,” and 
“ to live after the flesh,” are synonymous ; and so arrives at 
the conclusion that Paul asserted this, not of himself and 
all spiritually-minded mes, but only of believers who were 
still carnally-minded. 

* As if Christ would have said, K«S’ $ fit* rsoamet vroiZ, tfttrrivtri ftoi) 
xaSt 2 Si rb ¥ etknBua* Xtyw, »v pat. 

t In Joann. T. XII 1. s. 52. 
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Yet we ought not to infer too much from a single passage 
of this kind. We should wholly misunderstand Origen if for 
this reason we supposed that he placed the Gnosis of this 
present life on a level with the intuition of the life eternal. 
He was very far indeed from so doing. The longing afr r a 
divine life beyond this world was too deeply rooted in his 
exalted mind to lind so easily its satisfaction in the self-delu- 
sion of over-strained speculations. He longed after a know- 
ledge of divine things no longer confined within the limits of 
this earthly existence. In passages like that alluded to he 
is adopting an analogical language, in conformity. with the 
principles of a method of interpretation which allowed the 
same biblical expression to be variously explained, according 
to its several grades of application. Thus, in order to explain 
the relation of the Old Testament to the New, — the relation 
of the Pistis to the Gnosis, —he might employ the same 
expression which, in its highest and fullest sense, had reference 
to the relation of the present world to the world to Come.* 
In other passages he expresses himself strongly to the effect 
that not only the knowledge of this life, as a knowledge only 
in part, shall vanish away as soon as the fulness of the eternal 
life appears, but that the same shall be true also of all the good 
things pertaining to the present life. He considers even the, 
faith of this earthly life as being only in part, and describes a 
perfect faith, which is destined to arrive at the same time with 
a perfect knowledge. Now, of that which is denominated 
faith, in this higher sense, that of course could not be pre- 
dicated which is affirmed of the faith belonging to the “ many,” 
and which is opposed to the Gnosis. t 

The two different stages or positions of the Pistis and of the 

* 'ly ifflofiivu riXuu xctrctoyouvn re ix fuiget/s, oretv re bvt^tx 6V rtj( yvuertus 
X^tirrou xwficroti ng el trvyxgttn t vttvret ret *(>6 rtif rrtkixulring xett 

reerttvrm yvumu; el ffxvfixkct rtj ihiot event rvyy^eivevTa. <rxvQ>akct umQainrect, 

InMatth. T.X.s. 9. ' 

t Jls to riXttev, «W*£ oretv i'xSw, re \k pti^ovs xetret^yuBnatreet, vroteret n 
ivrauSa, v terns Vftuv ekiyevtarla lern xett ug vgof ixttve elYteru vooujuiv el \x 
ftteovf ytvuaxevrtg. In Matth. T. XII. S. 6. 'Ovte iv) yvuertus tlptrett' fyn 
ytvuerxu ix fuipovg' reh xett ivt Vetvveg xxkeu atxoXevSev etptett ktyttv’ tv Si ruv 
ttkkuv « v ttrng. , Lievt^ olpn vterrtvtu ix pinout' erav Si re rtkttov rHe 

T l? T, ,* Si lx f* v * ZynSwrett, rijf Itk ttlovs vlirrius, VokkSp hct^ouervig 

rtjf, tv our us nor a, 3* itrerrpov xett ir ttmyiua.ru ouotut rvj vvv yvufit, vierrtug. 

In Joann. T. X. s. 27 . r 
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Gnosis stand, according to this view, in the same relation to 
each other as the xpirTTiavur^oQ crcjfxariKog to the ^LGTiavKTfiog 
wevfiariKog, and crujfiarucwQ yjncrnavi^Eiv to 7ryevfiant:ujg XP L<7 ~ 
rtavl£eiv. He who stands at th£ position of the fleshly Chris- 
tianity continues to adhere only to the letter of scripture, to 
the history of Christ ; — he cleaves to the outward form of the 
manifestation of the godlike, without elevating himself in 
spirit to the inward essence therein revealed, lie stops short 
at the earthly, temporal, historical appearance of the divine 
Logos; he does not mount upward to the intuition of the 
Logos Himself. lie occupies himself exclusively with that 
which is the outer shell of the doctrines of Christianity, with- 
out reaching the spiritual kernel within ; he goes by the mere 
letter of scripture, in which the spirit lies bound. The spiri- 
tual Christian, on the other hand, sees in the temporal appear 
ance and actions of Christ a revelation and representation of 
the eternal government and operation of the divine Logos. 
The letter of scripture is for him but a covering of the spirit ; 
and he knows how to set free the spirit from its envelope. 
With him everything temporal in the form of the manifestation 
of divine things is resolved into the inner intuition of the 
spirit ; — the sensuous gospel of the letter* becomes spiritualized 
.into the revelation of the eternal, spiritual gospel. t For him 
the highest problem is, to discern the latter in the former ; 
to translate the former into the latter ; to understand the 
holy scriptures as a revelation of one coherent plan of the 
divine Logos for the progressive education of humanity, — of 
His unremitted care for the salvation of fallen man — the cen- 
tral point of which is IJis appearance in humanity (the sensible 
representation of His eternal, spiritual agency), { and its end 
the return of every fallen being to God. Since Origen makes 
everything to have a reference to this, it follows that by the 
gospel, as he views it, all scripture is transfigured into gospel. 
As Origen believes, therefore, it is only by spiritual fellowship 
with the divine Logos — by receiving the spirit of Christ into the 
inner life,§ that each one attains to true spiritual Christianity, 
and to the right, spiritual understanding of all scripture. Now, 

* To tbxyyxXm uhr^hvrn, 

f Taw tiistyytkiou mtufietrtxov, aCtmiov. 

$ The ittinfiia alrSnrri, symbol of the Wthnfi'.x vonrtf rov Xeyeu. 

j The imlfifjkia vonrb r»v XoicroZ. 
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as the prophets, even before Christ's manifestation in time, 
shared in the spiritual fellowship with the divine Logos, 
and by virtue thereof were enabled to announce beforehand 
the whole of Christianity ; — as they therefore possessed, even 
in their day, a spiritual perception of the meaning of the Old 
Testament, and in a certain sense were Christians even before 
the appearance of Christianity ; so, on $he other hand, after 
the appearance of Christ there are still to be found among 
Christians men who have not as yet become partakers of this 
spiritual fellowship with the divine word — men who, like the 
Jews of old, are still slaves of the letter, and of whom the same 
may be asserted as Paul said of the Jews before the appearance 
of Christianity, Gal. iv., that they are children to whom “ the 
time appointed of the Father ” has not yet come ; and that, as 
children, they are still under tutors and governors, still held 
in thrall by those habits of thinking which are nothing more 
than means to prepare them for receiving the true spiritual 
Christianity. 4 4 Every soul,” says Origen, 44 which enters on 
its childhood, and finds itself on the way to maturity, needs, 
till its appointed time of maturity arrives, a taskmaster, tutor, 
or governor.”* 

Accordingly Origen compares the different stages of the 
development of Christianity in the same period with the dif- 
ferent stages of religious development in the succession oj 
time . His theory is, that, as Judaism was a necessary pre- 
paration for Christianity, so also there is even in the Christian 
church a Jewish position, which forms a preparatory stage and 
a transition to the true spiritual apprehension of Christianity ; 
that as, under the Old Testament, there was, it must be 
admitted, a spiritual revelation of Christ preceding His tern- 
pond appearance, and an anticipation of what is characteristic 
of the Christian, so, under the New again, there must be sup- 
posed to exist, in the case of the great mass of believers in a 
Christ historically manifested, a stage of religious faith ap- 
proaching much nearer to a Jewish than to a Christian posi- 
tion. 44 We must know,” says he,+ 44 that Christ’s spiritual 
presence was revealed, even before He appeared in the body, 

* Commentar. in Matth. 213. T\a<r» its vtixtorvret *«< 

obiuoutrx irt rijv rtkuornrx, 'huru.t f, tixgts tvtrri j aurn ro rtXri tov Xi ovov ^ 
<rttihxyuyov xtti olxovopu * v xat 

f Orig. in Joann. T. I. s. 9. 
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to those perfected ones who had passed their season of child- 
hood ; to those who were no longer under tutors and governors, 
but to whom the spiritual fulness of time had appeared ; the 
patriarchs, viz., Moses the servant of God, and the prophets 
who saw Christ's glory. But as, before his visible appearance 
in the flesh, He Himself appeared to these perfect ones, so 
too, subsequently to his incarnation, to such as are still 
children, and therefore are under tutors and governors, and 
hot yet come to the fulness of time, there have appeared 
those precursors of Christ, the ideas which are suited to the 
minds of children, and which may be said to be necessary for 
their education. But the Son Himself the divine Word, has 
not as yet appeared to them in His glory ; since lie waits for 
that preparation of mind which must take place in the case of 
those men of God who are destined to comprehend His divine 
dignity. And again, we should know that as there is a law 
which is but the shadow of those good things to come w hich are 
revealed by the promulgation of the true law (in Christianity), 
so, too, it is only the shadow of the Christian mysteries which 
is presented in that gospel which every reader supposes he 
understands. That gospel, on the contrary, which John 
calls everlasting , which may be properly called the spiritual 
gospel, brings clearly before the eyes of all who understand 
it whatever pertains to the Son of God Himself, the mysteries 
typified under His discourses, and the things of which His 
actions were the symbols. Accordingly we must believe that, 
as there is a Jew which is one outw ardly, and a circumcision 
which is outward in the flesh, so there is also an outward 
Christian, and an outward baptism.” 

This theory of two different positions in Christianity is, in 
Origen's case, closely connected with the theory of different 
forms of the revelation of Christ w ith reference to these dif- 
ferent positions. While the Gnostics resolved the revealing 
and redeeming powder of God into various hypostases,* accord- 
ing to the different positions of the spiritual world, corre- 
sponding to certain differences of nature, and while, conse- 
quently, they had a Monogcnes, a Logos, and a Soter, an avu> 
and a kcitio Xpiaroe, a pneumatical and a psychical Christ ; 
Origen, on the contrary, acknowledged the unity of essence, and 
of the divine and human elements in Christ's manifestation. 

* See Part II. 
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According to him, there was but one Christ, Who is all. Only 
He appears under different predicates, through different ways of 
perception, in different relations to those to < whom Pie reveals 
Himself, according to their different capacities and wants, and 
hence, either in His divine majesty, or in His human conde- 
scension. It is a thought which wo often meet with in Origen, 
that, in a more divine sense than St. Paul did, the Redeemer 
becomes all things to all men, in order that he may win all.* 
44 The Redeemer,” he says, “ becomes many things, perhaps 
even all things, according to the necessities of. the whole cre- 
ation to be redeemed by Him.”t Those predicates which 
belong essentially to the divine Word, as the eternal revealer 
of God to the whole spiritual world, the fountain of all truth 
and goodness, must be distinguished from those which he has 
only assumed for the sake of those fallen beings who are to 
be redeemed by Him, and in condescension to the different 
positions at which they have arrived. “ Happy are they,” 
says Origen, J ( 6 who have advanced so. far as no longer to 
need the Son of God as the Physician that heals the sick, no 
longer as the Shepherd, no longer as the Redemption ; but 
who need Him only as the Truth, the Word, the Sanctification, 
and in whatever other relation He stands to those whose 
perfect manhood enables them to comprehend what is most 
glorious in Him.” Historical, practical Christianity, the 
preaching of Christ crucified, was regarded by Origen as 
nothing more than a subordinate position : above this he 
places a certain wisdom of the perfect, which knows Christ no 
longer in the humble condition of a servant, but recognises 
Him in his exaltation as the divine Word. Origen, however, 
still acknowledged the former to be a necessary preparation, 
by which men were to rise from the temporal to the eternal 
revelation of God, in order that, being cleansed by faith in the 
Crucified, and sanctified by following the Son of God as Pie 
appeared in man’s nature, they may become qualified for the 
spiritual communications of IPis divine essence. i( When thou 
canst understand the difference between the Divine word,” 
says Origen, § “ according as it is published in the foolishness 

* In Joann. T. XX. s. 28. 

f In Joann. T. I. s. 22, where, as I suppose, instead of xaSatfZu we 
should read »«$’ cl x? v € t * airou ij ikivStpovirSai tuva/iivn vrxffct xrirtg. 

t In Joann. T. I. s. 22. § In Matth. p. 290. 
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of preaching, or set forth in the wisdom of the perfect, thou 
shalt perceive how the divine Word has for the beginners in 
Christianity the form of a servant ; whereas it is in the ma- 
jesty of the Father that He comes to the perfect, who are able 
to say, We behold Ilis glory, the glory of the only-begotten 
of the Father, full of grace and truth ; for to the perfect the 
glory of the Word appears as He is, the only-begotten of the 
Father, and as He is, full of grace and truth ; which he cannot 
comprehend whose faith stands in the foolishness of preach- 
ing” In another place* he says, “ To them that live in 
the flesh he became flesh ; but to them who no longer walk 
after the flesh he appears as the divine Logos, Who in the 
beginning was with God, and Who reveals to them the Father. 
That stage of faith which desires to know nothing save Christ 
crucified he regarded as a subordinate one; from which 
however, through the sanctification it bestows, it is possible 
to advance to the higher, spiritual Christianity .” On this 

point he thus remarks : “ If a man belongs to those Corinth- 
ians among whom St. Paul was determined to know nothing 
save Jesus Christ and Him crucified ; if of Him he has learned 
only that for our sakes He became man ; still even through 
the man Jesus he may be formed into the man of God, he may 
in the imitation of his death die unto sin, and in the imitation 
of his resurrection rise to a life of righteousness. ,, Thus the 
intellectualizing mysticism of Origen did not allow him 
rightly to understand the meaning and force of St. Paul’s 
determination not to know anything save Jesus the crucified. 
What with the great apostle is the highest, Origen held to be 
a subordinate position, above which the Gnostic is bound to 
rise. It is true he does not really contradict St. Paul when, 
under the name of Gnosis, he asserts the existence of a 
wisdom of the perfect, which cannot be attained at any 
lower and carnal position. Yet there is this difference 
between the views of the two. According to the doctrine of 
St. Paul, one must attain to that higher wisdom in a practical 
way, by being continually purified more and more from the 
selfishness of nature, from all that is opposed to the influences 
of the Divine Spirit, by becoming ennobled by the spirit 
of love and humility ; Origen, on the other hand, still 
fettered by his Platonic Intellectualism , makes the progress 
* In Matth. p. 265. t l n Joann. T. I. e. 11. 
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to that higher wisdom depend principally on the stripping 
off, in action and in contemplation, all that is sensuous, — iu 
short, on a direction of life and cognition to the superhuman. 
According to the doctrine of St. Paul, the facts of Christ’s 
appearance as the Son of God on earth, His passion, and JI?s 
resurrection, are the central point on which, not only the whole 
of Christianity turns, but also that wisdom of the perfect 
which is founded on a more profound understanding of histori- 
cal Christianity. According to Origen’s doctrine, the Gnosis, 
while it acknowledges and presupposes the importance of 
those facts in their bearing on the salvation of fallen beings, 
and searches into their deeper grounds, ultimately strives 
at this, — namely, to rise from the historical Christ to the spi- 
ritual essence of the Logos, as He is in Himself, and thence 
still higher to the absolute [itself, the ov, — it seeks, in short, 
to attain to the understanding of the life and conduct of the 
historical Christ, as a symbol of the ever-enduring, controlling 
agency of the Divine Logos . From this spiritual revelation 
of the Logos the Gnostic has still more to learn than he can 
derive from the holy scriptures, however accurately under- 
stood ; for the latter contain, after all, but a few compara- 
tively insignificant elements of the whole of the Gnosis, and a 
very brief introduction to it.* We must not omit to remark, 
that Origen, like Clement, confounding the provinces of a 
Christian system of faith and of Christian speculation, wished 
to find in Holy Scripture information on many points which 
revelation generally was never intended to furnish — on matters 
to which the wisdom of the perfect, in the Pauline sense, uid 
not in the least refer. 

However, in what Origen says of different stages in the 
Christian development, according as the Jewish principle was 
mixed up with, or was conquered by, the Christian spirit, we 
recognise a pregnant truth for the study of history, and one 
which, suppressed at first by the prevalence of a narrow, 
dogmatical, and ecclesiastical spirit, was not destined until 
long after to make good its rightful claims. And intimately 
connected with this mode of contemplation was the magna- 
nimous toleration which distinguished Origen as well as 


^ * O Jfiat rns cXvf yt*ru*s wet, ixet%t<rrets xeti (&£*x VT * 7et * ***** 

xlcayuyett eXa.% ygctQots, xav xa.ru rovSurtr aKoifivf. In Joann. T. XIII. S. 5. 
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Clement. In the case of the former, however, where it stands 
alongside of a fully developed system of doctrines, it shines 
forth the more brightly, leading him as it did to look for and 
to acknowledge the Christian spirit which presented itself 
with more or less of purity in different stages of development. 
He was an enemy to that intellectual pride which could 
wantonly injure the Christian feelings of such as appeared 
to entertain lower views, or which hesitated not to reject 
their opinions with haughty contempt. “ As St. Paul,” he 
says, “ could not profit those who were Jews according to the 
flesh, unless (where there was good reason for so doing) he 
caused Timothy to be circumcised, shaved his own head, pre- 
sented an offering, and, in a word, became a Jew to the Jews, 
in order that he might win the Jews ; so he, who would wish 
to profit many, cannot, by spiritual Christianity alone, educate 
and advance to a higher and better stage those who still remain 
in the school of sensuous Christianity : therefore he must com- 
bine the spiritual with the sensuous.* And whenever it is 
necessary to preach the gospel of sense, by virtue of which 
one is determined to know nothing among sensuous-minded 
men save Jesus and Him crucified, then this must be done. 
But when they show themselves to be well grounded, bring- 
ing forth the fruits of the Spirit, and when they love the 
heavenly wisdom, then we must communicate to them the 
Word which, from its appearance in humanity, is now once 
more exalted to that which it was in the beginning with 
God.” | Thus from the words of Christ, in Matthew xix. 
14,J he deduces the duty of becoming a child to children, 
in order to win the children for the kingdom of God ; just as 
Christ himself, although in the form of God, nevertheless 
became a child ; and he then goes on to say, “ This we 
must rightly understand, in order that we may not, out of any 
conceit of our own superior wisdom, as great ones in the 
church, despise the little ones and the children ; but, remem- 
bering how it has been said that ‘ of such is the kingdom of 

* UnvfjbartKMs xa) trt)*fia.<7txZ>s In like manner Clement, 

where he speaks of the oUonpiet of the Gnostic, Strom. 1. VII. f. 730. 
Comp, the ideas of Philo, vol. I. p. 52, &c. 

f In Joann. T. I. s. 9. 

X In Matth. 1. c. 374, 375. Ed. Hnet. ot T. XV. in Matth. s. 7, ed. 
Lommatzscb, T; III. p. 340. 



ORIGEN. 


heaven,’ we must so demean ourselves that by our means the 
salvation of the children may be promoted. It is not enough 
not to prevent their being brought to the Saviour ; but 
we must, while we become children with children, do His 
will ; that so, when the children, through our means who 
become children, shall enter into bliss, we, as having humbled 
ourselves, may be exalted of God.” Origen is here cen- 
suring those who, like the Gnostics, because the ordinary 
teachers, wanting in the advantages of a high mental cultiva- 
tion, presented the simple gospel in a rude and unattractive 
form, were wont to despise them as acting unworthy of so 
great a Saviour and Master.* “ Even after we have attained 
to the highest perception of the word and of the truth, we 
shall assuredly not altogether forget the sufferings of Christ;, 
for to these were we indebted for our introduction to this 
higher life during the period of our earthly existence.”! 

It must now be evident, from what has been said, that, 
corresponding to these two different ways of apprehending 
Christianity, there would also be two different modes of 
interpreting the sacred writings, according as the literal and 
historical, or the higher spiritual sense, was followed. To the 
mind of Origen the highest problem of the interpretation of 
scripture is, to translate the gospel of sense into the gospel 
of the spirit ;J just as it is the highest aim of Christianity to 
rise from the earthly appearance of the incarnate Word to 
spiritual fellowship with Him, and to the contemplation of 
His divine essence. Thus he saw in every part of scripture 
a condescension of the infinitely exalted, heavenly spirit to the 
human form which is so incompetent to grasp it, a conde- 
scension of the divine teacher of humanity to the wants and 
weakness of man ; the whole of scripture being, as it were, a 
humanization of the Logos. Profound and pregnant are the 
ideas which Origen here advances, — ideas which, adopted 
and elaborated by sober, logical thought, might, when applied 
to hermeneutics, or exegesis, and the defence of revealed 
religion, as well as to doctrinal theology, have been prolific of 

* Ekrrirui otTv rtf rivet rSv Ix’atyytkkofttvtov xary^ytriv UxXeinetrnxhv xai 
Mxrxakiav, vrpotr<p'igo*ra ret pevga rev xor/xev tea) rot i^evitvov/xtvx xeu ret 
xyivn. 

t In Joann. T. II. s. 4. 

+ Te ftirxkx&uv ro air Syrov svxyyikiev u$ ro mtvftetrixev. 

s 2 
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the most valuable results, had not Origen been prevented from 
carrying them out by the inherent defect of his fundamental 
principle of theology. Thus he says,* u All which is here 
called the word of God is a revelation of the incarnate, and — 
in regard to His divine essence — the self-renouncing divine 
Word. Hence we see the Word of God on earth when He 
became man under a human form ; for, in the scriptures, the 
Word continually becomes flesh, f in order to dwell among us. 
But when we have leaned on the bosom of the incarnate 
Word, and are able to follow Him as He goes up into the 
high mountain (Matt, xvii.), then we shall say we have seen 
His glory. Such is the transfiguration of scripture for all 
who, from a vivid communion with Christ, rise with Him, 
and learn to understand its spirit.” He went upon the prin- 
ciple of an analogy between holy scripture, as the work of 
God, and the whole creation, as proceeding from the same 
divine author. Accordingly he says,J “We ought not to be 
surprised if, in every text of scripture, what is superhuman in 
the thought does not become immediately obvious to the un- 
learned ; for even in the case of providence, which embraces 
the whole world, some manifest themselves at once and in the 
clearest manner as works of such a providence, whilst others 
are so obscure as to leave room for that unbelief which refuses 
to acknowledge a God superintending all with inexpressible 
wisdom and power. But as we do not, when really convinced 
that such a providence exists, question it on account of things 
which we do not understand, so neither can we doubt the 
divinity which pervades the whole body of the sacred scrip- 
tures, because our weakness is unable to trace, in every one 
of .its declarations, that hidden glory of the doctrine which is 
veiled beneath an unpretending simplicity of expression ; for 
we have the treasure in earthen vessels.” He says in another 
place, § “ Whoever has once acknowledged that these writings 
are the word of the God Who created the world must be con- 

* See Philocal. c. 15. 

f Clement also remarks that the character of the scriptures is para- 
bolical, just as the whole appearance of Christ is parabolical — the divine 
under an earthly veil. Tiagaf&oXixos yk» a ivrxg%ti <ruv y/tx^uv, 

tton xxi o xvfitss ovk xofutKOf. a>$ xoffUjtKQf Si; m Spukovs jjASsv. Strom. 
1. VI. f. 677. 

x Philocal. c. II. p. 10. § L. c. c. 2, p. 61. 
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vinced that the same kind of difficulties which are encountered 
by those who attempt to explain the creation will also arise 
in the case of the holy scriptures. There is much in scrip- 
ture, as well as in creation, which human nature, if at all, can- 
not fully fathom; and yet we are not warranted, on this 
account, in finding fault with the Creator of the universe, if, 
for example, we know not the reason why basilisks and other 
venomous animals were created. For in such matters it 
becomes the modesty of true piety, remembering the weak- 
ness of our race, and how impossible it is fully to comprehend 
the creative wisdom of God, to leave them to God, who 
will hereafter, if we are found worthy, reveal to us those 
things about which we now are piously in doubt.” How 
full Origen’s faith was that a divine spirit breathes through 
the whole of scripture, and how firmly convinced that it 
can be understood only by the exercise of an humble, believ- 
ing temper of mind, is beautifully set forth in the following 
words :* “ Man must believe that not one tittle of holy scrip- 
ture is lacking in the wisdom of God ; for He who said to 
man, i Thou shalt not appear before me empty ’ (Exod. xxxiv.), 
will be much less likely Himself to say anything that is 
empty ; for the prophets receive what they say out of His 
fulness : all therefore breathes this fulness ; and there is 
nothing either in the prophets, in the law, or in the gospel, 
which does not flow out thereof. That breath may be felt by 
those who have eyes to perceive the revelations of the divine 
fulness, ears to hear them, and a sense to inhale the savour 
which they diffuse. But whenever in reading the scriptures 
thou comest upon a thought which is, so to speak, a stone of 
stumbling and a rock of offence to thee, lay it to thy own 
account ; for doubt not but this stone of stumbling contains 
important meaning, and so that shall be fulfilled which is 
written : 6 He that believeth shall not be brought to shame/ 
Believe first, and then, beneath that which thou accountest an 
offence, thou shalt find much that is profitable for holiness.” 

But however correct these principles of Origen may have 
been, yet he was nevertheless prevented from making a right 
use of them, by a false view of the spirit and aim of holy 
scripture, and of all divine revelation through the Word. 
And this false view again was intimately connected with the 
* Philocal. c. 1 , p. 51. 
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wrong conception he had formed of the relation of the Gnosi& 
to irurriQ. In both respects he was led astray by his pre- 
dominantly speculative view of religion, which disqualified him 
for distinguishing between what belongs to a Christian creed 
and what belongs to a Christian philosophy, and prevented 
him from keeping duly in view the essentially practical end of 
all divine revelations, and of Christianity in particular. He 
did not refer everything to what ought to be the sole end of 
all the efforts of human nature — to redemption, regeneration, 
sanctification, and the salvation resulting therefrom; but in 
ids view the practical end of man’s reformation was a sub- 
ordinate one, designed especially for the great mass of 
believers, who were as yet incapable of anything higher and 
nobler. With him speculation was the highest end ; the aim 
above all others ought to be, to communicate the higher truths 
to the spiritual men who were competent to understand them 
— to the Gnostics. These higher truths related chiefly to the 
following questions :* — “ First, concerning God, what is the 
nature of His only-begotten Son, and in what sense is He the 
Son of God ; what was the reason why He condescended to 
enter into human nature ; what is the effect of this act, and 
on what beings, and when does it reach them? Secondly, 
concerning the higher kinds of rational beings who have 
fallen from the state of bliss, and of the causes of their fall ; 
of the different kinds of souls, and whence these differences 
arise? What is the world, and why was it created? whence 
is there so much evil on the earth, and then whether it exists 
on the earth only, or is to be found also in other parts of the 
creation ?” As Origen regarded the solution of these ques- 
tions to be the main thing, many parts of scripture (if he kept 
simply to their natural sense) must have appeared to him to 
contribute nothing to this most essential end. The whole his- 
tory of earthly events, and all legislation with regard to mere 
earthly relations, he therefore explained as being simply a 
symbolical veil of a higher history of the spiritual world, and 
of higher laws relating to a spiritual kingdom. Thus the 
higher and the subordinate ends of scripture were to be 
united ; the revelation of the higher truths required to be veiled 
under a letter which should be suited for the instruction of 
the multitude. “ The mass of genuine and simple believers,” 
* Philocal. c. 1, p. 28. 
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says Origen, “ testify to the utility even of this inferior 
understanding of the scriptures.” Between these two senses 
of scripture Origen supposed there was also another adapted 
to the capacity of those v/ho had not yet attained to that 
loftier contemplation of the spirit* And this was an alle- 
gorical one ; an application not so elevated and profound, hut 
suited to general purposes of moral instruction and edification 
(of such passages, e. g., as 1 Cor. ix. 9, which originally 
relate to partic ula r cases). Thus he refers to this class most 
of the allegorical expositions of scripture employed at that 
time for popular instruction. Thus, according to the theory 
of ^Origen, the three-fold sense of scripture corresponded to 
the three parts of human nature — to the properly godlike in 
man, the spirit , which tends to the eternal, and finds its 
appropriate life in the contemplation of things divine ; to the 
soul, which moves within the sphere of the finite and tem- 
poral; and to the body. As Origen agreed with Philo in 
the essential features of this view, so too he laboured gene- 
rally to deliver objective truth from the historical letter, 
which he held was given merely as an envelope of the spirit.* 
Yet he found passages where the letter seemed to him to be 
untenable ; either because he was destitute of correct prin- 
ciples of interpretation, and of the necessary helps thereto, or 
because he was unable to separate in scripture the human 
element from the divine ;f or because (which would agree 
with what we. lately remarked), starting from exaggerated no- 
tions of inspiration, he could not suppose there were any 
contradictions in scripture, even in unimportant matters 
and, in such cases, he believed that the only way of re- 
moving the difficulty was by spiritualizing the meaning.^ 
And, like Philo, he combined with these views such a 
reverence for holy scripture that he could say that these 
things, so untenable according to the letter — these mythical 
passages as veils of a higher sense — are, by the Holy Spirit 
who inspired the Sophia, interspersed as stones of stumbling, 
for the purpose of exciting men to deeper investigation^ 

* Ti aifJMrnti* ruv ypupZv, to i*$vp.et ra?» trvw/uMvixZv. 

t For example, he considered the story of Uriah to be in its literal 
meaning untenable ; because in David he saw only the inspired ot God,, 
and not the sinful man. 

t *A sctyvyn us to »o«toV. § 2xdiihtXsh itprxifULe&r*. 
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These principles Origen applied, not to the Old Testament 
alone, but also and expressly to the New and to the Gospel his- 
tory.* Many a difficulty, as he imagined, could be solved by 
supposing that the apostles had represented what they had to 
say respecting a different agency of the divine Logos \ under 
the figurative dress of various sensible facts.} The difficulties 
which he would thus remove were partly such as a subtlety 
devoid of a healthy simplicity had created, and in part such 
as really existed, but which he could have solved in a better 
way, and without prejudice to the historical truth, by soberly* 
comparing the different accounts, by distinguishing the divine 
from the human element in the sacred scriptures, and by 
separating the essential from the unessential. The application 
to these of his own profound idea of the humanization of the 
divine Logos in the holy scriptures, of the Word assuming in 
the letter the foifjt of a servant, and of the treasure contained 
in earthly vessels, would have led him, had he been free from 
the fetters of his mystical mtellectualism , to another and 
sounder mode of reconciling discrepancies. 

Such principles, it must be allowed, tended to surrender 
the historical facts in which Christianity is grounded to all 
manner of subjective caprice, and Origen seems to have been 
aware of the threatening danger. He endeavoured to guard 
against it, and never failed to insist on the fact that, in most 
cases, the letter and the spirit must both be adhered to, and 
that it was not right to give up the letter except after the 
most careful examination. But how arbitrary and dependent 
on caprice were even these limits ! 

We cannot deny, however, that in Origen’s own case this 
danger was, as regards the main facts of the gospel history, 
averted by the fact that he was animated by a sincerely devout, 
believing temper of mind, and one which was fully penetrated 
with the historical truth of Christianity. Nor should we for- 
get that, in his case, truth and error were combined together 

* See the passages already cited from the Philocalia also c. 15 * 
p. 139. 

f From divers communications of the * tofjrn too Xojo’too. 

X Tlpoixuro etvroTg, orov pit btx&pt/, akrS^ivt/v trttvpetrtxaig ‘eLpat xxt 
roifjMrntZft tftou pb a/JJportg&s, vooxfitut vo orttopxTixot too rupxrt* 

XOVf TOtXopttOU 9‘oXkMXif TOO t&fl&OUf tCtlVpXTiXiZ OOfpXTixS, tog XV it* Ot 

rts, ftu. In Joann. T. X. s. 4. 
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in a manner which can only be explained from the personal 
character of the man, and by his relations to a period agitated 
by so many various and conflicting influences. He saw how 
the carnally-minded Jew, clinging to the letter of the Old 
Testament, could not attain to the faith in the gospel ; how 
Christians of a similar character were, in the same way, led to 
form the rudest notions of God and of divine things : he saw 
how anti-Jewish Gnostics were, by this same way of regarding 
the Old Testament, betrayed into the contrary error, refusing 
to acknowledge as the God of the gospel a being who appeared 
so material, and so were led to set up their system of Dualism. 
Origen opposed to all these conflicting errors this spiritualizing 
method of interpretation, as equally able to refute them all.* 
It was by no means his intention by this course to bring down 
all that is divine in the sacred scriptures to the level of the 
human ; on the contrary, he went too far towards the other 
extreme, of deifying the human. 

And yet the Alexandrian tendency of mind, had it met 
with no opposition, and even if it had been carried out without 
restraint of that pious spirit which tempered it in the case of a 
Clement and an Origen, would, unquestionably, have led to an 
Idealism subversive of all the historical and objective truths of 
Christianity. For the mystical interpretation, much as it dif- 
fered from the mythical, both in the principles from which it 
started, and in the religious, philosophical, and doctrinal prin- 
ciples on which it proceeded, was calculated to produce the 
same results with the latter, and to run into the same mythical 
conclusions. But fortunately, as we shall see from the conflicts 
which the school of Origen had to undergo towards the end of 
the present period, this tendency met with a counteracting check 
in the Realism of the Western church ; while the latter, in its 
turn, felt the spiritualizing influence of the Alexandrian school* 

Having thus endeavoured to present a general sketch of the 
principal directions of the theological mind in their relation 
to each other, we shall now proceed to consider the influence 
of their fundamental diversity on the treatment of particular 
doctrines ; and while we shall thus furnish the proof of the 

* t After^ adducing all those errors, he says, Philocal. c. 1, p. 17, 
Amo* 2s ran ro7g rgougtiptivotg u$o$o%t£v xtt,Vdfft(Zu£v k ii ihvnxter rtgt Slew 
Xoyw ouk aXXn rig tivut Imu n b ygalph xa.ro. ret miVfMtrtxa f*b nvotiftttti,, 
dXX* uf vrgog \J/iXoi ygdftftet ^uXuftfttvt}* 
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correctness of our general view, we shall at the same time 
adduce evidence of the fact that both tendencies, notwith- 
standing their antagonism, would still meet and coincide in 
the fundamental truths of Christianity. 


B . — Development of the several Mam Doctrine* of Christianity. 

We should never forget that Christianity did not deliver to 
men a speculative knowledge of God and of divine things, nor 
a ready-made doctrinal system in a permanent form ; but that 
it announced facts of a revelation of God to man, by which 
the human race was placed in an entirely new relation to the 
Creator, the recognition and appropriation of which was to 
lead to an entirely new direction and shaping of the religious 
consciousness, and to modify whatever had previously charac- 
terized it. The jact of the redemption of sinful man by 
Christ constitutes the central point of Christianity. From the 
influence which the reception of this fact necessarily exercised 
on man’s inward life, this new shaping of the religious con- 
sciousness developed itself; and from the latter, again, there 
proceeded a gradual regeneration of his habits of thinking 
in so far as they came into direct or indirect contact with 
religion. 

This influence extended itself also to the general notion 
of the Divine Being — the consciousness of the God in whom 
we live, move, and have our being. This , too, became in 
believers more vivid and more profound. They felt more 
strongly the all-pervading presence of that God who made 
himself to be felt in nature, and whose existence is to the spirit 
undeniable. It was to this undeniable fact of man’s conscious- 
ness that they appealed in their endeavour to lead the pagans 
itom the gods which they had made to themselves to the only 
true God. Amid all the differences of form which mark the 
various statements of the Fathers upon this subject, this one 
common feature is discernible, not only in those whose education 
had led them through the Platonic philosophy, but also in 
such men as Tertullian, who, a stranger and an enemy to 
philosophical culture, testified in an original manner to that 
which had penetrated deeply into the vigorous but stem indi- 
viduality of his character. Clement appeals to the fact that 
all scientific proof supposes something which cannot be proved, 
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which can only be apprehended immediately by the intellect. 
To that which is highest, simple, superior to matter, he 
says,* faith only can ..raise itself. He contends, therefore, 
that there can be no knowledge of God except so far as 
He has revealed Himself to man. God cannot be compre- 
hended by demonstrative science, for this starts from the nfore 
original and better known; but nothing has priority to the 
Eternal. It remains, therefore, that the knowledge of the 
Unknown must be arrived at by divine grace and by the reve- 
lation of his eternal Word. He then quotes the speech of 
St. Paul at Athens concerning the unknown God.f And 
then in another place he says, “ The great first Cause is 
exalted above space, time, name, and conception. Hence even 
Moses asks of God that He would reveal Himself to him | — 
plainly intimating that what God is no man can teach or 
express, but that He only by his own power can make Himself 
known.” The same father recognises in all men an efflux from 
God, a divine particle, § which constrains them, in despite of 
themselves, to acknowledge One Eternal God. What the 
p hilosophical schools had taught of a recognition of the Abso- 
lute, which is presupposed in all demonstrative science, and 
grounded in the immediate consciousness of the intellect, was, 
i t is true, transferred by him at once, and without any middle 
term, to an immediate conviction of a living God, derived 
from quite another source than any exercise of the thinking 
mind — from the living God, bearing witness of Himself by his 
Own self-manifestation. In place of the undeniable Absolute 
of speculative reason he substituted the God known in the 
universal consciousness of mankind without any mediation of 
reasoning. || 

As Origen, employing the language of philosophy, places 

* Strom. 1. II. f. 364. f L. c. 1. V. f. 588. 

4 k C. 1. V. f. 582. § ’ Aar op fact Suttri. Protrept. p. 45. ^ 

(| Ej St rig Xtyoi rfiv i*ierrfanv dorobuKrifav tivett fitrd Xoyou, axwtru.ru, on 

fta) tu af%eii uva-rohiKro / : and after remarking that neither rtx vr > nor 
arrive at these principles, he concludes, Uluru ouy IfixirSat 
fay olovn Tze ruv cXuv dpxvs- Strom. 1. II. f. 364, and 1. V. f 688 : 

Atiartrut hi Sua xfart xett faveo tZ or fa ctvrou key tv to dyvuurov votTv. Com- 
pare Aristot. Ethic. Magn. I. p/ 1 197, ed. Bekker : ‘H fay y*e eW< tv/a* 

ruv fjjtr^ uarohi^iuy ovtuv itrnv, at 3 ’ ag%ui etvaorohtxrot , Zur ovx civ un mgt 

rdf dpx.de It inurfaft, uxx* o vev S , Of which, or some similar passage, 
what Clement says is a copy. 
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idea of OtiO God among the Kotvag ivvolag (the ideas 
common to the consciousness of all mankind),* so he considers 
the notion of a Godhead which is natural to man to be a mark 
of its relationship to the Divine Being. Theophilus of Antioch 
recognises a revelation of God in the whole of creation ; but 
at the same time , in order to receive this revelation , he supposes 
a certain sensibility to be necessary. Where the one is slug- 
gish, the other becomes unintelligible to man. To the common 
question of sensual pagans, “ Where is your God ? show him 
to us ” — he replied, Shotv me thy man 9 and I will show thee 
my God . Show me that the eyes of thy soul see, that the 
ears of thy heart hear. All have eyes to see the sun, but 
the blind cannot see it. As a soiled mirror is incapable of 
receiving an image, so the impure soul is incapable of receiv- 
ing the image of God. True, God has created all things for 
the purpose of making Himself known through his works, just 
as the invisible soul is discerned by its operations. All life 
reveals Him ; His breath quickens all ; without it, all would 
sink into nothing : but the darkness of the soul itself is the 
reason why it does not perceive this revelation.” He there- 
fore says to man, “ Submit thyself to the physician, who can 
heal the eyes of thy soul ; submit thyself to God.”! 

While Clement, who had passed through the Platonic phi- 
losophy to Christianity, was fain to discover something akin t© 
Christian ideas and sentiments in the sayings of the ancient 
philosophers, and from this desire suffered himself to be misled 
into changing with one another coins of very different value, 
Tertullian, on the other hand, the friend of nature, the foe of 
art and of all school- wisdom, was secure against any such 
temptation. He appealed rather to the spontaneous testimony 
of the soul untrained in the schools, but simple, rude, and un- 
educated.:): While others industriously collected from the 
stores of ancient learning, and even from spurious writings, 
testimonies to the truth which Christianity supposed to exist in 
the religious consciousness of all mankind, Tertullian preferred 
to point to an obvious testimony, accessible to all, and of indis- 
putable genuineness, those outpourings of the soul (eruptiones. 

* C. Cels. lib. I. c. 4. 

t Ad. Autolyc. lib. I. c. 2. 

X De testimonio animee. See vol. I. p. 247. 
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animse) which are a tacit pledge of an inborn consciousness.* 
Marcion alone, under the influence of a misconception, and of 
imperfectly digested truths (see above), and bj a direction of 
the Christian feelings neither well understood nor duly mode- 
rated, denied that any testimony concerning the God of the 
gospel was to be found in the works of creation, or in the 
common consciousness of mankind. The more vehemently, 
therefore, does Tertullian, in opposition to him, insist on this 
testimony 4 “ Never,” says he, “will God be hidden, never 

will God be wanting to mankind; always will He be recog- 
nised, always perceived, nay, even seen when He wills it. 
God has for a witness of Himself all that we are, and all that 
is around us. He therefore proves Himself to be God, and 
the one only God, by the very fact that He is known to all ; 
for the existence of any other would require to he demon- 
strated. A consciousness of God is the original dowry of the 
soul; the same, and differing in no respect, in Egypt, in 
Syria, and in Pontus : for all souls acknowledge the God of 
the Jew s as their God.” 

As regards, however, the development of the idea of God, 
it was only by degrees, and after overcoming many obstacles, 
that Christianity succeeded by its spiritualizing and ennobling 
influence in removing the sensual elements in which that idea 
had been veiled. Though it w as preached that “ God is a 
Spirit,” it still required a new form of thought, resulting from 
the regeneration of the thinking faculty itself, to develop all 
that this idea involves, and to understand what spirit is. By 
minds still wedded to the forms of sense, what was termed 
7vvEvfjLa might nevertheles be conceived as a species of matter, 
though of a more attenuated, ethereal kind ; and fancy, over- 
ruling the understanding, had numberless ways of depicting it 
in this light.J Accordingly no single idea could effect much 
in this case ; the counteracting influence must come from the 
whole cast of thought. Where this general spiritualization 
had not yet been attained to, that profound.and fervid religious 
feeling, which gave birth to the wish to hold everything in its 
reality and to avoid all subtle refinement, would the more 
easily become blended with the sensuous element. We have 

* See the passage referred to in the last note. 

' + c - Marcion, lib. I. c. 10 ; comp. c. 18 and 19 

+ See Orig. in Joann, T. XIII. c. 21. 
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seen an instance of this in Tertullian, who could not conceive 
the real, but as being, in some way or other, corporeal.* * * § 

What contributed to the spiritualization of the idea of God 
was of two kinds. On the one hand there was a sober and chaste 
practical bias in the Christian mind, which, springing immedi- 
ately from Christianity, inclined men to rise to the conception 
of God rather by means of the heart than by speculation and 
fancy, and which, in the depths of the Christian consciousness, 
perceived that the image of divine things was nothing but an 
image, and a feeble expression of that which by divine commu- 
nication becomes the portion of each believing soul in its own 
inner life. And on the other hand it was promoted by the 
scientific reflection exercised on the subject-matter of Christian 
doctrine, such as we see in Clement, Origen, and the Alexan- 
drian school generally. The former of these tendencies we 
meet with in such men as Ireneeus and Novatian. Irenseus 
says, “ Whatever we predicate of God is only by way of illus- 
tration. These attributes are but the images which love con- 
ceives, and into which feeling introduces something else, still 
greater than anything that lies in the images in and by them- 
selves.”j - And Novatian remarks, of God’s essence, J “ It is 
that which Himself only knows, which every human soul feels, 
although it cannot express.”§ The same writer observes, that, 
although Christ (since the human mind necessarily advances 
in religious development) employed fewer anthropomorphical 
images than the writers of the Old Testament, yet even He, in 
speaking of that Being who transcends all human conception 
and language, was forced to employ such images as fell far 
short of the reality itself. 

From Anthropomorphism we distinguish Anthropopathism , 
employing both terms in the sense which seems chiefly autho- 
rized by their etymology and their historical use. The latter, 
so far as it denotes a diseased process of thought, consists in 
ascribing to the Absolute Spirit the limitations and defects 
which cleave to the human. But there is one very important 

* Tertullian. de carne Christi, c. 11 : Nihil incorporate, nisi quod noli 
est. Adv. Praxeam, c. 7 : Spiritus corpus sui generis. 

f Dicitur quidem secundum h®c per dilectionem, sentitur supra haec 
secundum magnitudinem. Lib. 11. c. 13, s. 4. 

t See cap. 6 and 8. 

§ Quod mens omnis Humana sentit, etsi non exprimit. 
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respect in which this anthropopathism differs widely from 
anthropomorphism. For the former is baaed on an undeniable 
and inherent necessity ; since roan, being created in the image 
of God, and being a spirit in affinity with the Father of spirits, 
feels constraint and a warrant for framing his idea of God 
after this analogy. There is, therefore, a true as well as a 
false anthropopathism ; and it is possible to err as well as to 
be right in seeking to avoid it, according as the analogy is 
correctly or wrohgly observed. We see all these tendencies 
manifesting themselves in the period before us. Both among 
Jews and among pagans (as we observed in the general Intro- 
duction) across and sensuous humanization of the idea of God 
met with a decided opposition, which, proceeding mainly from 
the Platonic school, spiritually refined upon it, and rejected all 
human analogies. As Christianity presented a complete image 
of God in Christ, and once more restored it in human nature, 
so in anthropopathism must Christianity purify the true from 
every false admixture, not indeed by repressing but by ennobling 
it, which, however, could only be effected by a reconciliation 
of existing antagonistic tendencies of mind which became mixed 
up even with the development of the Christian idea of God." 

While to the ruder conceptions of God’s anger and retribu- 
tion Marcion opposed the equally partial notion of a love 
which excluded justice altogether, the religious element of 
those conceptions which he sought to banish entirely from the 
body of the faith found a powerful advocate in Tertullian — that 
enemy to till spiritualizing subtilty. He thought he could con- 
vict Marcion of inconsistency by arguing that redemption and 
the forgiveness of sin, which Marcion acknowledged to be 
alone the work of his God, presuppose the existence of guilt in 
the eye of God as a holy Being.* He therefore maintained 
against him the necessary connection between God’s goodness 
and his justice. The latter he regarded as the principle of 
order, which gives each thing its due, and assigns to all 
thmgs in the created universe their mutual relations and limits 
“~th e justitia architectonica , as it was afterwards called ; so 
that justice and moral evil were not necessarily correlative 
notions, but the notion of a retributive justice, which was the 

* Sed et peccata dimittere an ejus possit esse, qui negetur tenere ; et 
an ejus sit absolvere, cujus non sit etiam damnare ; et an congruat eum 
lgnoscere, in quern nihil sit admissuxn. c. Marcion, 1. IV. c. 10. 
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correlate of moral evil, implies that more general notion of 
justice.* * * § He insists on the necessity of anthropopathic repre- 
sentation, as grounded in the very nature of the human mind 
itself, and as deriving its truth from the fact that man was 
created in the image of God. Therefore man has, in common 
with God, all the attributes and faculties pertaining to the 
essence of spirit, — with this difference only, that everything 
which in man is imperfect must in God be conceived as per- 
fect. And this applied not less to those attributes which alone 
Marcion would ascribe to God — goodness and love — than to 
those which he wholly rejected.’)’ proceeding on the assumption 
that, from the restoration of God’s image in man, Christianity 
aimed at a refined, spiritualized anthropopathism, he required 
that, instead of transferring every quality to the Divine Being 
in the same imperfection in which it exists in man, an endeavour 
should rather be made to exalt everything in man to the true 
image of God, to make man truly godlike.J He sees in the 
entire revelation of God a continual condescension and human- 
ization — of which the end and goal is the incarnation of God. 
li Whatever expressions you may bring together as low, weak, 
and unworthy of God, and derogatory to the Creator, to all 
this I shall give you one simple and certain answer. God 
cannot enter into any sort of communication with man, except 
by ascribing to Himself human passions and affections, where- 
by He lets Himself down and moderates the transcendent excel- 
lence of his majesty, whicli human weakness could not endure ; 
— an act, in itself, indeed, not worthy of God, but necessary 
for man, and for this reason still worthy of God ; since nothing 
is so worthy of Him as that which conduces to man’s salva- 
tion^ God has dealt with man as with his equal, that so 

* Ne justitiam de causa mali obfusces. — Omnia ut bonitas concepit, 
ita justitia distinxit. L. c. 1. II. c. 12 et 13. 

f Et hajc ergo imago censenda est Dei in homine, quod eosdem motus 
et sensus habeat humanus animus, quos et Deus, licet non tales, quales 
Deus ; pro substantia enim et status eorum et exit us distant. Denique 
contrarios eorum sensus, lenitatem dico, patientiam, misericordiam ip- 
samque matricem earum bonitatem, cur divina praesumitis? Nec tamen 
perfecte ea obtinemus, quee solus Deus perfectus. e. Marcion, 1. II. c. 16. 

J Satis perversum est, ut iu Deo potius huraana constituas, quam in 
homine divina, et hominis imagine Deum imbuas potius, quam Dei 
hominem. L. c. 

§ Conversabatur Deus, ut homo divina agere doceretur; ex aequo 
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man might on his part deal with God as with his equal. God 
appeared in lowliness, that man might thus be exalted to the 
highest point of dignity. If thou art ashamed of such a God, 
I do not see how thou canst honestly believe in a crucified 
God.” To be sure, this last charge of inconsistency did n^t 
touch Marcum’s case, because the same principle which made 
him opposed to the anthropopathic God of the Old Testament 
made him also oppose the doctrine of Christ crucified. Ter- 
tullian argues further, from the nature of a graduated progress 
in revelation, that God's justice must predominate before his 
love could prevail — that the legal principle of the Old Testa- 
ment must, necessarily distinguish itself in this way from the 
N,ew Testament principle of redeeming love.* 

As to the teachers in the Alexandrian church, their philoso- 
phical education created a desire to exclude all gross an- 
thropopathism from the Christian creed ; but in so doing 
they inclined (as was likely to happen) too strongly* to the 
opposite extreme, and gave a dead and merely subjective turn 
to the doctrine of the divine attributes. An apt illustration of 
this is furnished by the following words of Origen, which, not- 
withstanding all that they so truly and beautifully say of the 
divine education of mankind, betray nevertheless an inclination 
to give too subjective a turn to the notion of the divine anger, 
and prove that he failed in understanding its objective truth 
and reality as clearly as Tertullian did. Availing himself of 
Philo’s doctrine of the humanizing and dishumanizing of divine 
things,| he says,! “ Whenever the holy scriptures speak of 
God, as God, in His divine majesty, and when they do not 
treat of His providence as mixing with human affairs, they 
say, lie is not like man, for there is no end of His greatness, 
Ps. cxlv. 3 : The Lord is a great God, a great King above all 
gods, Ps. xcv. 2. But when the divine providence, which is ne- 
cessarily interwoven with human things, is exhibited, then God 

ngebat Deus cum homine, ut homo ex ccquo agere cum Deo posset 
Deus pusillus inventus est, ut homo maximus fieret. L. c, c. 27. 

* Ut bonitatem suam voluerit offendere, in quibus preemiserat severi- 
tatem, quia nec mirurn erat diversitas temporalis, si postea Deus mitior 
pro rebus edomitis, qui retro austerior pro indomitis. c. Marcion, 1. 11. 
c. 29. 1 

f See vol. I. p. 76. 

j Honiil. XVIII. in Jeremiam, s. G, 

VOL. II. T 
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assumes the feelings, the manner, and language of men, just as 
we, conversing with a child two years old, accommodate our- 
selves to the child’s language ; since, if we preserved the dignity 
of riper years, and conversed with children without letting our- 
selves down to their language, they could not understand us. 
So should our conceptions with regard to God, when He lets 
Himself down to the human race, and especially to that part of 
it which is still at the age of childhood. Observe how, in our 
intercourse with children, we grown-up men alter even the 
names of things ; how we call food by one particular name, and 
drink by another, employing a language which belongs not to 
those of mature age but to children. If any one were to hear 
us thus talking with children, would he say, This old man has 
lost his senses? And so God also speaks to us as to children. 
4 Behold/ says our Saviour, 4 1 and the children which God 
hath given me/ Heb. ii. 1 3. When thou hearest of the wrath 
of God, believe not that this wrath is a passion of God. It is a 
condescension of language, designed to convert and improve 
the child ; for we ourselves assume an angry look to our 
children, not in accordance with the feelings of our heart, 
but while we assume such a relation towards them. If 
we were still to retain on our countenance an expression of 
friendly feeling towards the child, and let the love of our soul 
be seen, without altering our looks as the good of the child 
required, we should spoil him. So God is described to 
us as angry, in order to our conversion and improvement, 
when in truth He is not angry. But thou wilt suffer the wrath 
of God, if thou art punished by his so-called wrath, when thy 
own wickedness shall draw down upon thee sufferings hard to 
endure.” Thus Origen expressed himself in a sermon ; but on 
another occasion, in his commentary on Matthew, where 
he brings out the same theory, he observes * — 44 To such as 
would not be likely to be harmed thereby we might say much of 
God’s goodness, and of the overflowing fulness of his grace, 
which, not without good reason, he has concealed from those 
who fear him” 

Here, too, the Alexandrians took the middle ground 
between the Gnostic and the teachers of the church. The 
latter ascribed to God the attribute of absolute, retributive 
justice; the former rejected altogether the notion of justice 
* Ed. Huet. f. 378. T. XV. s. 1. 
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as incompatible with the essence of the all-perfect God, 
making the attribute of justice to be opposed to that of good- 
ness. With the Alexandrians, on the other hand, the notion of 
justice, which they endeavoured to defend against the Gnostics, 
as belonging to the perfection of the Deity,* was wholly 
merged in the notion of a divine love, which disciplined fallen 
rational beings in various ways, according to their various moral 
characters and requirements, f Accordingly they could say 
that the distinction which the Gnostics made between the just 
and the good God might be truly employed in a certain sense ; 
as for example when Christ (the divine Logos) — the educator 
and purifier of fallen beings, whose discipline had for its 
aim to render all capable of participating in the divine good- 
ness, and thereby of being blessed — is distinctively called the 
Just One. t Thus, according to this scheme, the notion of divine 
justice, being merged in that of disciplinary^ love, or of the 
wisdom of love, loses its own self-subsistence. And the same 
is true also of the idea of punishment, which is regarded simply 
as a means to an outward end, as a purifying process ordained 
by divine love, although however there is no attempt to show 
from the idea of punishment, in its relation to the moral order 
of the universe, in what way it is to promote that end. 

In our history of heresy we formerly spoke of the close con- 
nection between the doctrine of God, as the absolutely free 
Creator of the universe, and the whole peculiar essence of 
Christianity; and we also pointed out the strong contrast 
which this doctrine must have presented to the existing modes 
of thought which had been derived from antiquity. The 
Apostle St. Paul sums up the Christian Theism, as the be- 
lief in One God, from whom, by whom, and to whom, all 
things subsist ; and the threefold relation, here expressed, in 
which all existence stands to God, denotes, at the same time, 

* See Orig. Comment in Exod. ; ed. Lommatzsch, T. VIII. p. 300. 

f A L*ai tHrvvn ffurtjgtos, 

X' Clem. Pffidagog. lib. I. f. 118 : Ka$’ 2 fMv «r«<r*jg feurtti dyot&bg uv t 
aur$ ftevef e urn xfxktjrau dyaS-o;, xuS’ 2 Si vies i Xoyog aitrov iv ry vretrtf 

***** dixaies tporttyopUreu, — and Orig. in Joann. T. I. s. 40, where he 
treats of the Gnostic distinction between the §tb s dye&og and the Ir^iev^y'os 

duunegj ( retire St) etfMtt ftsr 9 t fyrdfftug uttgifiaug (HettratvurS iw 2vvatrSxt kiyirBett 
its rev Totrpos rev vtov, rev fiiv vtov rvy%dvevreg Itxatetrvvns, rev Si tfargos 
revs if rt i wxautrvfy rev vied vetihv&ivrxg furet r$iv Xottrrov, (bacnkilxf tvtgyt- 

T U 
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the close connection between the Christian doctrines of crea- 
tion, redemption, and sanctification, as well as between the 
doctrine of creation and the ethical element. For the phrase 
“ to Him,” which assigns to the Christian system of morals its 
province and its fundamental principle, presupposes the 
u from Him and the phrase u by Him ” denotes the media- 
tion of them both. Hence, as we saw in the history of 
the Gnostic sects, the corruptions of the Christian doctrine of 
the creation, which proceeded from the reaction of the spirit of 
the ancient world, necessarily superinduced corruptions also 
of the doctrine of redemption and of the system of morals. 
Accordingly, in the New Testament, we read of God as 
the positive first cause of all existence; of a God who has 
revealed himself in creation — not of a creation out of nothing. 
In the important passage, Hebrews xi. 3, that act of the 
spirit denoted by the name of faith — whereby the spirit rises 
above the whole chain of causal connection in the pheno- 
menal world to an almighty creative word, as the cause of all 
existence — is opposed to the sensuous contemplation of the 
world which acknowledges nothing higher than the chain of 
things in the world of appearance.* 

But in opposition to the hypothesis of an original matter, as 
conditioning and determining the creation, the positive ele- 
ment of this faith was negatively defined by the doctrine that 
God created all things out of nothing. f This definition was a 
stone of stumbling, not only to the Gnostics, but to all who 
were still fettered by the cosmogonical theories of antiquity, 
or in whom the speculative interest exceeded the religious, and 
would acknowledge no limits. To this class belonged Her- 
mogenes, a painter at Carthage, who lived at the close of the 
second and the beginning of the third century. He differed 
essentially from the Gnostics in the decidedly Western bias of 
his mind — the Greek speculative tendency predominating in 
his case over the Oriental intuition. And hence his system, 
as it did not, like those of the Gnostic systems, engage 
the imagination, obtained less favour; we hear of no sect 
called Hermogeneans. Moreover, it was not his wish to set 
up, like the Gnostics, a distinct system of esoteric religious 

* The negative of the proposition, ** (pampAwit ra fixtriptw yiymveu 

f The xr/V/j i x rov pM cure:, as in Hermas. 
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doctrines. It was only on a single point— *a point, however, 
which unquestionably was calculated to have an important 
influence on the whole system of religion — that he departed 
from the received doctrines of the church. And this was the 
doctrine of the Greek philosophy concerning the v\ij which he 
adopted into his system, for which a point of union was ’fur- 
nished by the way in which this idea had already been appro- 
priated by the apologetic writers ; although of all these it may 
be shown that they were far removed from Dualistic views, and, 
merely adopting the Platonic notion of the v\rj in a formal 
way, made of it an entirely different thing by the connection in 
which they placed it in their system. He was probably a zealous 
antagonist of Montanism, which in his day was spreading 
rapidly in North Africa. The artist would find in the Mon- 
tanists as little to sympathize with as they would in the artist. 
It is a mark of the liberal artist-like turn of mind with which 
he opposed the stern Pietism of the Montanists, that he could 
see nothing which ought to give offence if he employed his art 
in delineating subjects of the pagan mythology.* This indi- 
cates an objectiveness of view, which, considering the antago- 
nism then existing between Christianity and paganism, was 
hardly consistent with a healthy and earnest tone of Christian 
feeling. We distinctly see how, in his case, at one time a 
speculative element, at another an artistic one, prevailed over 
the religious principle. 

* The obscure words of Tertullian, from which this account is derived, 
run as follows: Pingit illicite, nubit assidue, legem Dei in libidinem 
defendit, in artein contemnit. The first part of the sentence might be 
understood as implying that Tertullian regarded the art of painting 
itself as a pagan and sinful occupation ; but even Tertullian’s Monta- 
nistic hatred of art could hardly have gone to such an extreme as this, 
and, indeed, there is no evidence in his writings that it did. Neither do 
the words, “he despised the law in the case of art,’' favour the above 
sense ; for we can think of no passage of scripture which Tertullian could 
interpret as forbidding the art of painting generally. But it is probable 
that Tertullian meant by lex Dei the Old Testament, particularly the 
denunciations against the makers of idols, and that the sense is — He 
(Hermogenes) despises the authority of the Old Testament by the way 
in which he employs art ; while, on the other hand, he would still up- 
hold it, for the purpose of defending repeated marriages (nubit assidue) 
against the Montanists, who on this point declared that tne authority of 
the Old Testament bad been annulled by Christianity, and by the new 
revelations of the Paraclete. 
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Hermogenes combated the emanation-theory of the Gnostics, 
because it traasferred to the Divine Being the notions of 
sense, and because the idea of God’s holiness could not be 
reconciled with the sinfulness of the beings which emanated 
from Him. But he also argued against the doctrine of cre- 
ation out of nothing, on the ground that, if the world had no 
other cause than the will of the Deity, it must have corre- 
sponded to the essence of a perfect and holy God, and must 
therefore have been a perfect and holy world : nothing im- 
perfect and evil would have found a place in it; for in a 
world having its ground only in God, how could there be 
aught foreign from the divine essence? Hermogehes, no 
less than the Gnostics themselves, was unwilling to recog- 
nise the important part which Christian Theism attributes to 
the free agency of the creature, in the development of the 
universe. In respect also to moral evil, he was no more 
ready than the Gnostics to be satisfied with the distinction 
which was drawn between positive will and simple permission 
on the part of God. At the same time, however, the strength 
of the moral zeal by which he was actuated is apparent when 
we find him rejecting the ground on which many attempted to 
explain the origin of evil, viz. that it was necessary as a foil 
to good, in order that by the contrast the latter might shine in 
its true light.* He probably believed that by such a Theodicee 
the independent value of the idea of goodness would be weak- 
ened, and the existence of evil be justified, if it were once re- 
garded as necessary for the harmony of the universe. And here, 
indeed, we recognise in his case the triumph of the Christian 
pinciple over that of the ancient world ; but at the same time 
Hermogenes fell into the very error he wished to avoid, by 
continuing to trace the origin of evil to a natural necessity. 

According to his theory the imperfection and evil which 
are in the world have their ground in the fact that God’s 
creation is conditioned by an inorganic matter which has 
existed from eternity. Prom all eternity there have existed two 
principles — the exclusively active, plastic principle, God ; and 
the simply passive, in itself undetermined, formless principle, 

♦ Tertnllian adv. Hermog. c. 15: Expugnat quonmdam argumenta- 
tiones, dicentium mala necessaria fuisse ad illuminationem bonoram ex 
contrariis intelligendorum. 
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matter. The latter is a boundless mass, in constant chaotic 
motion, in which all opposites exist undeveloped, and flow into 
each other— a mass full of wild impulses, without law or 
order, like the commotion of water in a caldron boiling over 
on all sides.* It was not by a single act that this boundless 
chaos, involved in such endless confusion, could be seized at 
any one point, brought to a pause, and compelled to receive 
both form and' order. It was only through the relation of 
His own essence to the essence of matter that God could and 
must exert an influence ever it. In the same way that the mag- 
net attracts the iron by an inherent necessity — as beauty exerts 
a natural power of attraction on whatever comes near it f — so 
God, by his mere appearance, by the transcendent power of 
his divine essence, works on matter to give it a shape, if Ac- 
cording to these principles, he could not, if logically consist- 
ent, fix the beginning of creation ; and in fact he does not 
seem to have supposed any, as, in truth, is implied in the argu- 
ment which he brings in support of his doctrine, namely, that, 
if sovereignty belongs to the number of the divine attributes, 
then God must always have had matter over which to exercise 
this sovereignty. Accordingly he asserted an eternal exer- 
cise of God’s sovereignty over matter, which, according to his 
system, consists principally in this irresistible power of forma- 
tion. From what, has been said it follows that, according 
to this system, we are not to think of the chaos as ever having 
an independent subsistence by itself, or of the operation of 
this divine formative power as beginning at a determinate 
moment. The view at the bottom of his theory seems rather 
to have been, ihat matter always existed as the subject for the 
divine formative energy, and that form and matter may 
be separated only in the notion, although the former accrues 
from without and the latter exists fundamentally. This 
endless matter, which can only by degrees be reduced in 
all its several parts to form, offers a continual resistance to the 
formative power of God ; and from this opposition Henuo- 

* Iuconditus et confusus et turhulentus fuit motas, sicut oil® uudique 
ebullientis. 

t We here perceive the painter. 

X Non pertransieng materiam facit Deus mundum, sed solummodo 
adparens et adpropinquans ei, sicut facit qui decor, solummodo ad parens 
(vulnerans aniinum) et magnes lapis solummodo adpropinquans. 
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genes derived all imperfection and evil. Thus the ancient 
chaos reveals itself in whatever is hateful in nature, and what- 
ever is morally evil in the spiritual world. 

In holding the doctrine of a progressive formation of matter 
at the same time with the doctrine of an eternal creation, 
Hermogenes was inconsistent ; for a progressive development 
which has no beginning is inconceivable. Still stranger was 
his inconsistency if the statement of Theodoret is correct, that 
he supposed the development tended to a final end. For, 
according to this father, he, like the Manicheans, held that 
all evil would finally resolve itself again into the matter from 
which it had proceeded, and consequently that there would be 
a separation of that part of matter which was susceptible of 
organization from that other part which obstinately resisted 
it. Here the teleogical and moral element which he had 
derived from Christianity — an element not easily combining 
with the heathen notion of sin as a natural evil — rendered 
him inconsistent with himself. f 

Irenseus and Tertullian maintained — the one in opposition 
to the Gnostics, the other to Hermogenes — the simple Christian 
doctrine of the creation, without indulging in speculation on 
the subject. 

From these fathers Origen differed on this point as on many 
others, having a peculiar system of his own, the main features 
of which we must here present, so far as they are connected 
with the doctrine of the creation. In conformity with the 
general character of his Gnosis, he built on the foundation of 
the faith generally received in the whole church, and supposed 

* Theodoret, to be sure, does not say this expressly; but such a 
doctrine seems to be necessarily implied in that 'which, according to his 
account, Hermogenes maintained. The passage. from Theodoret (in 
Hffiret fab. I. 19) is as follows: T«v 2i dictfioXov xtti revs dea'/uovtt; i if ctjv 
vknv trterSeu. 

f Theodoret also ascribes to Hermogenes the doctrine that Christ 
put off his body in the sun. It may be doubted, however, whether Theo- 
doret has not here confounded his doctrine with some other that re- 
sembled it ; at any rate, it is doubtful how his words are to be under- 
stood. Perhaps Hermogenes taught that Christ, in ascending to heaven, 
left behind him in the sun the outward garb he had assumed in the 
material world. Yet so fantastic an opinion can hardly be ascribed to 
Hermogenes ; and, in default of authentic documents, we must leave the 
matter in the dark. Some interpretation of Ps. xix. 4, which was under- 
stood to apply to the Messiah, may have given rise to this opinion. 
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that his speculative inquiries, although extending beyond the 
limits of its system, might still be in perfect consistency with 
it. From sincere conviction, and not with any view to mere 
accommodation, he advocated the doctrine of a creation from 
nothing, so far as it implied the principle that the free act of 
God’s almighty power was not conditioned by a preexistent 
matter.* He moreover acknowledged that the existing world 
had a specific beginning, but the question as to what had pre- 
ceded it seemed to him to be left, both by scripture and the 
church, open to speculation. Here, therefore, there occurred 
to him those reasons against a beginning of creation generally 
which must ever suggest themselves to the reflecting mind, 
which cannot rest satisfied with simple faith in that which to 
itself is incomprehensible. Supposing that to create is agree- 
able to the divine essence, how is it conceivable that what, is 
thus conformable to God’s nature should at any time have 
been wanting ? Why should not those attributes which be- 
long to the very essence of the Deity, His almighty power 
and goodness, be always active ? A transition from the state 
of not-creating to the act of creation is inconceivable without 
a change, which is incompatible with the being of God. 

Origen was also an opponent of the doctrine of emanation, 
so far as this theory annihilated the distance between the 
Creator and the creature ; and, supposing a unity of essence 
between the two,t merely transferred sensuous notions to the 
Almighty, and made Him subject to a kind of natural neces- 
sity.} Origen regarded every communication of life from 
God, not as the result of any natural process of development, 
but as an act of the divine will. But for reasons which have 
been mentioned alreadj , he believed it necessary to suppose, 
in connection with the glory of God, an eradiation of it in a 
world of spiritual beings akin to Himself, and subsisting in 
absolute dependence on llim.§ He maintained a continual 

* See Prsefat. libb. *tpi «*£»>», f* 4 ; ibid. 1. II. c. 1, s. 4; 1. III. c. 5. 
Commentar. Genes, init. 

t Where Origen has reference to the Gnostic doctrine of the ofjtoovtrm 
between the spiritual natures and the dyiwrtrof <pvns. In Joann. T. XIII. 
6. 25. 

t avBgdrtiv, ovetp Qumi dogetrev xa) dtrdpetrov mQetvreterftivm 

«««» xu(i»t In Joann. T. XX. s. 16. n. do X . lib. I. c. 2, s. 6. 

h The fjAoixd dvruuydffftotra rrjf doing rod $tou in the Xoytxh xrifftg* In 
Joann. T. XXXII. s. 18. 
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becoming of this spiritual creation * * * § — a relation of cause and 
effect without beginning in time — the Platonic idea of an 
endless becoming, which copied the eternity of the divine 
existence, f What Origen says in another connection of an 
operation of God not to be conceived under the dimensions of 
time, and of an eternal becoming, we may also apply in his 
own sense to the relation to God as the original source of the 
spiritual world — akin to God and deriving its essence from 
Him.J In his doctrine he had respect only to the difficulties 
which from one particular aspect present themselves to the mind 
hampered by the limits of time, when it tries to conceive to 
itself a beginning of creation ; but he altogether overlooked 
those on the other side which arise from the attempt to carry 
out the idea of a creation without a beginning of existence. 

The bishop Methodius, who, in his work “ On the Crea- 
tures,” attacked this doctrine of Origen, was vastly his inferior 
in speculative genius.§ He had not even power enough of 
speculative comprehension to seize Origen’s ideas, and what 
he could not understand he represents as being senseless and 
atheistic. Comparing the relation of God to created things 
with the relation of a human architect to his work, he brings 
against the system of Origen objections which are altogether 
irrelevant. How incompetent he was to understand the great 
man whom in his blind zeal he calls a centaur, is shown by 
his objection to the argument of Origen, that, if the transition 
from the state of not-creating to the act of creation supposes a 
change in God, so also the transition from the act of creation 
to the cessation of that act would imply a similar change. 
Now God must have ceased from creating when the world 
was finished, and then there would consequently be a change 
in Him. But Origen, arguing from his own principles, might 
reply that we ought not to conceive of God’s activity in 
creation as completed at a certain point of time, or as an act 
beginning at a specific time and then brought to an end. He 

* According to Methodius, a ytvnrov it) ytnnmt i* ou» an 
«w lpx*( 'rtximpxrif. 

f PlatO, in the Timscus, uxuv zivtirti etiuvos, f&ivovrof ulwvof iv svi mmt* 

oftSpb Uufaautvuf Comp. Plotin. III. Ennead. 7. 

X w O*’«* i rr) to weinnzo* rou dretuyaer/jutrat, Ur) totoutoo yiv>etr*i to 
s. In Jerem. Horn. IX. s. 3. 

§ Extracts from the work of Methodius in Photius. Cod. 235. 
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might retort on Methodius the objection that, by the com- 
parison which the latter had introduced, self-subsistence is 
unduly attributed to the creature, so that it would neither be 
every moment dependent on God for its existence, nor derive 
its ground from the same creative power. More to the paint 
(though aimed against an inappropriate mode of expression 
rather than against the idea of Origen) was the objection that 
the idea of God’s perfection necessarily implies that it has 
its cause and ground in itself, is dependent on nothing else, 
and conditioned by nothing else.* 

With Origen’s doctrine of the creation was connected his 
peculiar view of the doctrine of God? s omnipotence . When 
he says, We ought not, if we would apprehend the almighty 
power of God in its true glory, to conceive of it as infinite 
without any further modification, j* this proposition, if taken in 
one particular sense, is quite true. The conception of the 
divine Omnipotence, as contradistinguished from the principle 
of natural religion, according to which the gods themselves 
were conceived as subject to a higher necessity, was in fact 
something entirely new, and as such it derived a greater im- 
portance in the Christian consciousness from its opposition 
to the earlier views. The usual answer given by unedu- 
cated Christians, and those who were unable to give a more 
precise reason for the faith that was in them, when urged with 
objections, was, that with God all things are possible, even 
those which to men seem impossible. By this opposition, 
however, of a supernatural Theism to the ancient Naturalism, 
many were led into the error of at least expressing themselves 
in such a manner as to convey an impression that under the 
idea of Omnipotence they understood an infinite, arbitrary 
will, and thereby they laid open many weak points to those 
who attacked Christianity on the principles of the heathen 
philosophy. And of such Celsus was not slow to take advan- 
tage.:]: Now, in opposition to the notion of such an unlimited 
arbitrary will, Origen advanced an idea of Omnipotence which 
made it to be by no means thus indeterminate, but standing 

* T« atlro \xuri ietvrov S» xxi aM h ixvrS f*t vov, rixuev that 

tout* fthov hfeterto*. 

t t ya^ *7**/ xut rbv ^vixfjttv rev Xtxrtov xa) f*b 

itytiftixf rbv *rt£iye*<pfii avrxs *tPtatPtrin. II. «jv. 1. II. C. 9. 

x See Orig. c. Cels. 1. V. c. 14. 
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connected with the essence of God as God, and properly to be 
qualified by the other divine attributes. “ God can do any- 
thing ,’ 1 he says, “ which does not contradict His essence as 
Grod, His goodness and His wisdom — nothing by which He 
would contradict Himself as God, as the infinitely good and 
Wise.” * * * § If by that which is contrary to nature + is meant 
what is bad, irrational, self-contradictory, the notion of the 
divine Omnipotence cannot be extended to such things. But 
the case becomes different when nature is understood according 
to its ordinary meaning as the common course of nature. :f 
The laws of nature, thus understood, are valid only for one 
particular point of view ; and there may be something, there- 
fore, considered from this particular point of view, above 
nature, which, in the other sense of the word, is not contrary 
to nature. In its relation to a higher, divine life, which is in 
its essence supernatural, miracles regarded as individual ope- 
rations of this higher power introduced into humanity may be 
something in harmony with nature.§ Many things may take 
place in accordance with the divine reason and the divine 
will, which, on this very account, although they may be 
miraculous, or may seem to be so to many, are still not con- 
trary to nature. || 

But the position of Origen, that the divine Omnipotence 
must not be thought of as an undefined unlimited power, has 
also another meaning, in which, as in many other instances, 
we recognise a mixture of the elements of Platonism with 
Christianity. The doctrine of the Neo- Platonic school, IT that 
no mind can grasp an infinite series, passed with him for a 
demonstrated truth ; and therefore he inferred that God could 
not create an infinite, but only a determinate, number of 
rational beings ; because otherwise they could not have been 
comprehended by any mind, and a particular providence could 


* Avvccrai * arret o Shot, uno Syva/xm? rev $!o\* ttveci xa) rev ayaSog Ctveti 
■xxi retpeg »7vow evx i giVreereu. C. Cels. 1. III. C. 70, and 1. V. C. 23. 

f Tee rraett <pvnv, 

j 'H xotvor sget toovfiUvi tyvetig. 

§ "Errt rna iirte rh <pUn (r*v xaveripav) vooufAivtiv, & xemtai a» iron Sto;, 
rnv xv&f&iTivtiv <pv*tv *•»«/ 3</3ee£e*» rev avSgwsro*, xa) voiuv airev fttru(Z(fa.Xuv 
ir) (pvmv xetirreva xa) Sutripav. 

|| c. Cels. 1. V. c. 23. 

If See, e. g., Plutarch, de defectu oraculor. c. 24. 
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have no existence.* I shall presently show how important 
this single point was in its bearing on the whole system of 
Origen. With it was connected the peculiar shape which in 
his mind was taken by the doctrine of an eternal creation, 
namely, that there is no such thing as a multiplication of the 
number of created spirits ; that all multiplicity is to be derived, 
not from the production of new beings, but only from a change 
of those already brought into existence by the eternal crea- 
tion ; that there have been no new creations, but only meta- 
morphoses of original ores. 

Although, moreover, Origen agrees, in many ofj his results, 
with those who teach that everything possible must also be- 
come actual, and who represent the divine Omnipotence as 
being wholly exhausted in what actually comes to pass, yet 
this principle was never expressed by him, and it is one foreign 
to his general philosophical and dogmatical tendency ; f as 
indeed it is usually found united with a certain doctrine of 
predestination, to which Origen’s views were directly opposed. ' 

Even in his errors we perceive the religious zeal which pre- 
dominated in the feelings of this great teacher. Without this 
doctrine he supposes it impossible to defend a belief in a per- 
sonal God, embracing in his consciousness everything that 
exists, and also in a special Providence — a truth which he 
considered it of vital importance to maintain in opposition to 
the N co-Platonic theory, which assumed an impersonal ov, pure 
entity without consciousness, as the highest and absolute being, 
while it recognised none but an immanent and inoperative 

7rporoia.J 

We now proceed to the doctrine in which Theism, taken in 
its connection with the proper and fundamental essence of 
Christianity, or with the doctrine of redemption, finds its 
ultimate completion, the doctrine of the 'Trinity . This doc- 

* fivrti to axugov awi^/Xwirrav* titoIvki ro'ivvv retr&vrti, Zv i&vnetro 

Vioid^a^eurBai xcu ffvyxoetrtTv^vtro r* jv xvtov irgometv, II . 1 . II. C. 9 . 

Tti tpurtt ovx olovn oripiXetft.fiuvitrSai tH mparot/v irttyux.vttt. rot ywrxo- 

pivx ytutni. In Matth. T. XIII. s. 1 ; ed. 'Lommatzsch, T. III. p. 210. 

^The opposite is expressed in the words of Origen: Ol» 

TO tivcti ! « *oAAx iuvetTov, Uog ix tuv treXXZtf ovtos tov icrouutvou. In ep. ad 

liom. lib. I.; ed. Lommatzsch, T. V. p. 251. 

+ ^ k. e * ru f °PP°site of the Neo-Platonic o* is expressed in what he 
says of God the hather: Avtoy a txvrZ SagagoptYOY, ifr* tv t» totvTou 
yn ofttves wioiorrvi trt ri j txvrov yvZtru *ct) rij iccurov Stengfx luipgatvirat oityetrov 

™ K acdf. In Joann. T. XXII. e. 18 j eel. Lommatzsch, T. II. p. 470 . 
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ferine does not, it appears to me, belong strictly to the funda- 
mental articles of the Christian faith ; as appears from the 
fact that it is explicitly set forth in no one particular passage 
rf the New Testament;* for the only one in which this is 
done, the passage relating to the three that bear record 
(1 John v.), is undoubtedly spurious, and in its ungenuine 
shape testifies to the fact how foreign such a collocation is 
from the style of the New Testament writings. We find in 
the New Testament no other fundamental article besides that 
<>f which the Apostle Paul says that other foundation can no man 
l&f than that is laid, the preaching of Jesus as the Messiah ; and 
the foundation of His religion is designated by Christ Himself 
the faith in the only true God, and in Jesus Christ whom he 
hath sent (John xvii. 3). What St. Paul preeminently styles 
the mystery is by no means any information with regard to 
the hidden depths of the divine essence, but the divine purpose 
of salvation which found its accomplishment in a fact. But 
that doctrine, in order to its being understood in its real sig- 
nificancy for the Christian consciousness, implies this funda- 
mental article of the Christian faith ; and we recognise therein 
a brief sum of tlie essential contents of Christianity, as may be 
gathered from the determinate form which is given to Theism 
by its connection with this fundamental article. It is this 
doctrine by which God becomes known as the original Foun- 
tain of all existence ; as He by whom the rational creation, 
that had become estranged from Him, is brought back to the 
fellowship with Him ; and as He, in the fellowship with whom 
it from, henceforth is to subsist : the threefold relation in 
vAiich God stands to mankind, as primal ground, mediator, and 
end, — Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier, — in which threefold 
relation the whole Christian knowledge of God is completely 
designated. Accordingly all is embraced by the Apostle Paul 
when he names the one God and Father of all, who is above 
all, and works tlirough all and in all (Ephes. iv. 6) ; or Him 
from whom are all things, through whom are all things, and 
to whom are all things ; — -when, in the benediction, he sums up 
all in the formula, The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, the 

• [Is it not so set forth in Matth. xxviii. 19 ? See Moberley’s Dis- 
courses on the Great Forty Days. Disc. IV. “ On the Sacred Name.” — 
Eng. Ed.] 

f In the vrttkxtof Xeytf ' *0 $t*f *fxn* vt xxi rtXtvrn v *oti fjt.tr u, rwv Svrm 
i*dvr»v Plato legg. I V. ed. Bip. vol. VIII. p. 185. 
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love of God, and the communion of the Holy Spirit. God, as 
the living God, the God of mankind, and the God of the church, 
can be truly known in this way only. This shape of Theism 
presents the perfect mean between the absolutely extra-mun- 
dane God of Deism and the God of Pantheism brought down 
to, and confounded with, the world. As this mode of* tne 
knowledge of Qod belongs to the peculiar essence of Theism 
and the Theocracy, it follows that its foundation must, to- 
gether with the foundation of both these, be given in the Old 
Testament ; and that foundation is the doctrine of God, whoap 
agency is in the world through his Word and with his Spirit. 
It was, therefore, no accident, to be explained by the stjper- 
vention of outward influences merely, that such a shaping of 
the consciousness in its conceptions of the godhead should have 
grown out of the germs already contained in the Old Testa- 
ment — a truth which has not been duly attended to by those 
who, in their account of the progressive development of doc- 
trines, have been inclined to ascribe too much to fhe influence 
of outward causes. 

We must take care not to be deceived by false analogies 
when the attempt is made to compare this doctrine with 
apparently kindred dogmas of other religions, or with merely 
s{>eculative theories. Its connection, already pointed out, 
with the fundamental consciousness of Christianity, must fur- 
nish, in this case, the right standard of comparison. Apart 
from this, the threefold designation of the Supreme Essence, or 
the hypothesis of a threefold gradation in the principles of 
existence, can furnish only a delusive analogy, which perhaps 
may be founded all the while on some theory most directly 
opposed to the Christian view of the world. For this is the 
case, indeed, with regard to the Indian Trimurti, which is 
connected with a thoroughly pantheistic scheme, wholly at 
issue w ith the theistic and th<*ological principle of Christianity 
* — the doctrine, namely, of a divine essence, which manifests 
itself in a constant repetition of the same process of new-made 
and decaying worlds. And even within the Christian church 
itself, systems in which reason and the world are pantheistic- 
ally deified have, by wresting this doctrine from its original 
connection, made it bear a sense at variance with its true import,’ 
for the sake of giving currency to some scheme under , a 
Christian garb, which in its essence was wholly opposed to 
Christianity. 
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The doctrine of the Trinity, however, in its practical or 
economical import, does not preclude the reference to an inner 
and objective relation within the essence of the divine nature 
itself. For in the revelation which God makes of Himself in 
His works, His essence is indeed presented to us, but at first 
we are only able to apprehend it as it were in a glass, darkly, 
as an enigma to be solved, since, from the contemplation of 
God’s self-manifestation in the creation, we are constrained 
to form our conception of the divine attributes in accordance 
with the analogy of our own minds. However, the practical 
or economical view ofjthe Trinity, which starts from God 
revealed in Christ, or from the position of the Apostle St. 
Paul, that God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself, 
must ever be considered as the groundwork of the whole, — 
the original element from which the speculative or ontological 
view is derived. And this view we shall find substantiated 
in tracing, as we now propose to do, the historical develop- 
ment of this doctrine through the first centuries. This econo- 
mico-practical doctrine of the Trinity constituted from the 
beginning the fundamental conviction of the Catholic church, 
while forming itself in conflict with the opposite theories of 
the heretical sects. It is that which constitutes the basis of 
the true unity of the church and the identity of the Chris- 
tian mind in all ages. But the notional process of develop- 
ment, by means of which the economico-praetical doctrine of 
the Trinity was reduced to an ontological one, was a gradual 
one, and must necessarily run through manifold opposite forms, 
until it issued at last in some mode of apprehension, satisfying 
the demand for unity which spoke in the Christian conscious- 
ness, and in the activity of the dialectical reason. 

It must be evident, from what has been already said, that 
the development of this doctrine must start from a reference 
to the person of Christ. Consequently, the original prin- 
ciple, which must liave formed the preliminary basis of all 
speculation, is the image which Christ himself left on the 
minds of those on whom His life made an immediate impression 
and who were chosen to be witnesses of it. The doctrine of the 
divine essence dwelling in Christ first grew out of the intuition 
of the divine glory manifested in His life, as it was expressed 
by the Apostle Jphn, — “ We beheld his glory, the glory as of 
the only-begotten of the Father and out of the discourses 
which, from His own mind, without any accommodation what- 



THE TRINITY. 


ever to the existing ideas of the period, but rather -in oppo- 
sition to them, he delivered on the subject of His relation to 
his heavenly Father. This is the intuitive view of his person 
which lies at the basis even of that imperfectly developed 
representation of it wliich is given in the three first gospels, 
which beams forth with peculiar lustre in many separate pas- 
sages, such as Matth. xi. 27 ; xii. 6, 42 ; xvi. 16 (see the 
way in which Christ approves what was here said), and in 
the use made by Christ himself of the 110th Psalm for the 
purpose of leading those whom he addressed to the recognition 
of One who was greater than the Son of David. The docjtrine 
concerning Christ, as taught by the Apostle St. Paul, is also a 
proof that the view of Christ's person which pervades all the 
writings of St. John was not one of later origin. Moreover, 
even if we leave out of consideration the minor epistles of St. 
Paul, the genuineness of which some writers in modern times 
have, without sufficient grounds, chosen to call in doubt, and 
which form, notwithstanding, the necessary close of the de- 
velopment of the Pauline theology — if, I say, we even put 
these aside, the same truth is implied in the designation, “ Him 
by whom are all things” (1 Corinth, viii. 6). 

In the Jewish theology, which prepared the way for Chris- 
tianity, we may distinguish two different tendencies. First, 
we see an attempt to concentrate all that is divine in the idea 
of a theocratic king, who should realize the idea of the Theo- 
cracy. And this necessarily led to a conception of a person 
transcending the finiteness of man's nature — the image of the 
Son of God, as it beamed forth ennobled before the minds of 
inspired prophets. The second was a tendency which, con- 
nected with that narrow view of the Messiah's office ordinarily 
prevailing in the Jewish mind, took also a limited view of 
His person. We have observed in the history of the Judaizing 
and Gnostic sects how both these modes of apprehension pro- 
ceeded to develop themselves into opposite theories, to the 
reciprocal exclusion of the other. As to the prophetical 
element, we find it taken up, and still further prosecuted, in 
St. Paul's and St. John's doctrine of Christ. That being 
by whom man, estranged from God, was to be restored to 
fellowship with Him, is set forth as the One through whom the 
procession of all existence from God had been mediated from 
the beginning, — as the One who, being the original self-mani- 

VOL. II. u 
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festation off the hidden divine Essence, always formed the link 
between God and the creation. He, too, was the first-born of 
every creature, and the first-born of the new creation of 
humanity, now restored to the image of God in that glorified 
human nature which He exhibited after His resurrection. The 
same was the image of God before all existence, and the image 
of God in humanity ; the divine fountain of light and of life, 
from whom all spirits from the beginning were to derive their 
being, and who as such appeared in humanity, for the pur- 
pose of revealing in it, and of imparting to it, a divine life. 
He was the original Word of God, the first act of the divine 
self-manifestation (of God’s self-affirmation), which became 
incarnate, in order that everytliing pertaining to humanity 
might become godlike. 

The title “ Word of God,” employed to designate this idea, 
the Apostle John may have arrived at from within and inde- 
pendently of any outward tradition. At any rate lie would 
not have adopted this title because it had been previously 
current in certain circles, had it not suggested itself as the 
fitting form of expression for that which filled his own soul. 
And the term itself is certainly not, any more than the idea 
originally expressed by it, ’derived from the Platonic philo- 
sophy, which assuredly could have furnished no occasion 
whatever for the choice of this particular expression.* It is 
simply the translation of the Old Testament term 5 and 
it was this Old Testament conception, moreover, which led 
to the New Testament idea of the Logos. An intermediate 
step t is formed by what is said in the epistle to the Hebrew s 
concerning a divine Word ; and thus we find in the latest 
epistles of St. Paul, from the first epistle to the Corinthians, 
in the epistle to the Hebrews, and in the gospel of St. John, 
a connected series in the progressive development of the 
apostolic doctrine. 

If this idea of the Logos had not a connection with Chris- 
tianity resting on the authority of an apostolical type of 
doctrine, and ought rather to be considered as merely the pro- 
duct of a fusion 'of Platonism, or of the Alexandrian- Jewish 

* The Platonic philosophy led rather to the employment of the term 
f$vs as a designation of the mediating principle. 

t Respecting which, Bleek, in his masterly Commentary, has mad 
some excellent remarks. 
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theology, with Christian doctrines, then its wide diffusion, 
as testified by its reception by church- fathers of otherwise the 
most opposite tendencies, could hardly be accounted for. If 
in such a case it might have commended itself to teachers 
in whom the Platonic element predominated, still th ^se 
who looked with suspicion upon everything that came from 
that quarter must, for this very reason, have been prejudiced 
against it. As in the beginning of the second century* the 
defenders of the doctrine of Christ’s divinity, when proving 
that such was the ancient doctrine of the church, could appeal 
to the oldest church-teachers and to ancient Christian hymns, 
so this evidence is further confirmed by the report of the 
heathen Pliny. f 

But while, in the tradition of the church, the idea of the 
Logos was taught and transmitted in the form which most 
perfectly harmonized with the habits of thought that had 
resulted from the previous stage of spiritual culture, namely, 
as the idea of a Spirit, the first-begotten of God and sub- 
ordinate to Him, there was, besides tfiis, another view of the 
doctrine concerning the Trinity, which may be designated, 
after the customary language of this period, as that of the 
Monarchians. Although opposite views were to be found 
among them, and they were involved in still more violent 
disputes with each other than they ever were with the church 
on account of its subordination theory, yet they were all agreed 
with regard to that which was conveyed by this term of 
Monarchianism — a zeal, viz., to preserve the unity of the con- 
sciousness of God, which made them unwilling to acknow- 
ledge any other divine being than the one God, the Father. 
Either they absolutely rejected the doctrine of the Logos, or 
they understood by the Logos simply a divine energy, the 
divine wisdom or reason, which illuminates the souls of the 
pious — in this respect falling in with a certain modification 
of the idea wh&h had been adopted by one class of Jewish 
theologians.^: jNow it may appear singular that precisely at 
this period — when the Christian mind and character were 
struggling into existence in the midst of paganism and its 
influences — such a strictly monotheistic interest should have 
arisen, and taken exception to the doctrine of the hypo- 

* Euseb. 1 . V. c. 28 . f See vol. I. p. 134 . % Already mentioned. 
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statical Logos. * But when we consider how the case really 
stood with Christians of this age, when we call to mind that 
their Christian convictions had been developed in direct oppo- 
sition to their previous heathen principles, so that the doctrine 
of the divine unity had been deeply impressed on their minds 
by their first catechetical instruction, while the idea of the 
Logos did not occur among the articles of the first simple bap- 
tismal creeds (as in fact it does not occur in the so-called Apos- 
tolic Creed), it may easily be explained how, when afterwards 
this doctrine came to be set before them, they fancied it to 
contaiu something in contradiction to the principle of the 
fiovapxjiaLy which they had been originally taught, f 

Among these Monarchians, who agreed in combating the 
doctrine of a hypos tatical Logos, two classes are to be distin- 
guished, according as the Monarc hian interest of the common 
religious faith, or reason, predominated, while that of a 
characteristic Christian piety, which related to the person 
of Christ, was quite subordinate ; or as both these interests 
were combined, and cooperated with equal power. And in 
close connection with this difference was another. While with 
the one class the dialectical, critical faculty of the under- 
standing was supreme, with the other the practical element 
and Christian feeling predominated, f The former were of the 
opinion that in the system of the church the distance was not 
sufficiently marked between Christ and the only true God. 
They denied that Christ was divine in every sense, and would 
only admit a divinity of Him in a certain sense. They taught, 

* Orig. in Joann. T. II. s. 2: Ta w oXXovg <ptXo§iovs »T»«/ i vxopivovs 

luXafioufjb'ivavt }uo dvctyogititrat Siov;. 

f This is confirmed by Tertullian, adv. Praxeam, c. 3 : Simplices 
quique, ne dixerim imprudentes et idiots qua ? major semper credentium 
pars est , quoniam et ipsa regulafidei a pluribus Diis seculi ad unicum 
et verum Deum transfert, expavescunt ad oIkovouUv (the trinity to be 
connected with the unity). Monarchiam, inquiunt, tenemus. 

X Origen clearly distinguishes these two classes ; in Joann. T. II. s. 
2 : *Hrai a^ovfjuivavt tbtovnrm. vUZ irigay wag* rbv rov wargo,-, oftoXoyovvras 
Si cv iJMf* rov pixV oviuMrst wag* avrost via* *£o*ayo£tuoptvov (they acknow- 
ledge the divinity of Christ, but deny him a personality distinct from 
the Father, and call him the Son in name only — they do not consider 
him as such in truth, inasmuch as they identify him with the Father ; 
these are the Patripassians), » a^>»vfA.U»vs rb» Siornra. rov viov, r&ivraf 
>1 miro u rh» fitornrm *«* overU* xur* rtpyfafb* (an individual existence, 
nature certis finibus circumscripta), rvyx*Mv<ra» 1 ripav rov iraroo's (the 
other class). T. II. s. 18 j T. X. s. 21 ; c. Cels. 1. VIII. c. 12. 
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namely, that Jesus was a man like all other men, but that 
from the first he was animated and guided by that power of 
God, the divine reason or wisdom, which had been bestowed 
on him in larger measure than on any other prophet or mes- 
senger of God, and that it was precisely on this account he 
was to be called the Son of God. They differed from the 
Ebionites, properly so called, in this respect, that they did 
not hold that such union of Christ with God first took place 
at a determinate moment of his life, but regarded it as lying 
at the basis of his entire development, since in fact they 
acknowledged his miraculous conception. 

The second class consisted of those whom not merely a zeal 
for Monotheism or Monarchianism (in which a Jew also might 
participate), but whom a zeal also for the faith in the true 
deity of Christ made opponents of the doctrine of the hypo- 
statical Logos, in the form in which it was then understood. 
Since the Logos, who in Christ had become man, was ordi- 
narily looked upon as a being personally distinct from, and 
subordinate to, God the Father, although most intimately 
related to Him, they condemned this representation of Christ 
as inadequate. Such a distinction between Him and the 
Supreme God was a stumbling-block to their faith in Christ : 
for them He was the only true and supreme God Himself, 
who had now revealed Himself to mankind in such a way 
as He had never before done, having appeared in a human 
body. They regarded the names Father and Son as only two 
different designations of the same subject, the one God, who, 
with reference to the relations in which He had previously 
stood to the world, is called by the name of the Father, but by 
that of the Son in reference to His appearance in humanity .* 
They recognised in Christ only the one, undivided God; 
the feeling which was uppermost with them would admit of 
no distinction or division. While the first class of Monar- 
chians saw nothing in Christ but His human nature, and kept 
the divine element entirely out of sight, the others could see 
nothing but the Godhead, and wholly suppressed or over- 
looked the human element. The tendency of their views was 
to make of the human appearance simply a transient, remov- 
able veil, adopted for the manifestation of God in humanity. 
Yet we are ignorant as to the particular way in which 
* Two foiweci tvcs twroxHfiivou. 
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they developed their thoughts on this point. The more pro- 
foundly pious feeling among the uneducated laity seems to have 
inclined them to favour the last-mentioned view ; and if, as 
appears from the passages cited from Tertullian and Origen, 
it had many adherents even as late as the third century, this 
fact cannot nevertheless be regarded as any evidence what- 
ever against the antiquity of the doctrine of the Logos. It is 
no proof that the latter first made its appearance in conflict 
with some older mode of view. On the contrary, it might 
easily happen that, while the doctrine of the Logos was being 
clearly set forth in theology, the view we are speaking of 
would spring up out of the popular mind. It was the reac- 
tion of the intellect among the Christian laity, against the 
doctrine of the Logos, when it became more precisely defined in 
a subordination-system.* * * § This is the class of whom Origen 
says that, under the show of aiming to honour Christ , they 
teach what is untrue of him.t It is such whom he has in 
mind when he describes, as belonging to an inferior position, 
those whose God is the Logos, — w ho imagine that in him they 
possessed the whole essence of God, and who held him to be 
the Father himself.} And it is the same class, perhaps, of 
whom he says that they knew nothing but Jesus the crucified ; 
that they imagined they possessed" in the Incarnate the entire 
Logos ; that they knew Christ only according to the flesh ; 
and as such he describes the mass of believers to whom he was 
accustomed to oppose the genuine Gnostics.§ Just as Philo 

* Instead of being able, with Dr. Baur (whose positions we have not 
neglected to consider in the above statement), to regard the Logos doc- 
trine as an attempt to strike the mean between the two classes of the 
Monarchians, and so accounting for its spread, we must, on the contrary, 
maintain that it was precisely an antithesis to the Logos doctrine in the 
form of subordination which called forth Patripassianism. In this last ten- 
dency we discern the same interest, expressing itself in a purely practical 
way, without that dialectical reasoning by means of which it afterwards 
sought its satisfaction in the matured notion of the Homoiision. 

} In Matth. T» XVII. S* 14 : Ov vofctffr'sov iivat vvrtf aired revs rat 
tyevedvrat alrod, $ avratrla rad Zo%dguv alrov, Seram urn cl <ruy%tovris 

erarfof, xai vied • vvoiav xeu t*j uTorrdru sv« Ithovns uveu r ov erari^a xal rev 
vlov, rrj Wnaict /navy xal ro7% ovofeart lia^odvris ro sv bToxtifitvov. He distin- 
guishes such from heretics. 

} 'O kayos rd%a rZv •» etvrZ Irravruv ro era* xct) revv etari^a avrov 

voM^evruv Irrl Btcf. In Joann. T. II. s. 3, 

§ L. C. : 07 {AvVtv t lions, t! fitfi 'Iwod* Xgirrov xai rovrov itrravgea/jjtvov. 
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distinguishes those who elevate themselves to the Absolute* 
and those who imagine they have all in the Logos, considering 
the latter as the Supreme God himself; and as the Gnostics 
distinguish those who elevate themselves to the Supreme God, 
and those who hold the Demiurge to be the Supreme God him- 
self ; so Origen distinguishes those who elevate themselves *o 
God the Father Himself, and those who never went beyond 
the Son, and held Him to be the Father himself.* These 
latter were usually denominated Fatripassians,f — a name which 
would be applied to them, however, only by those who main- 
tained the subordination-theory of the church ;{ since they 
held that it would detract from the superior dignity of the 
Father, if that was transferred to Him which could only be 
predicated of the Logos, § who came into all manner of con- 
tact with the* creature. 

We shall now proceed to consider more in detail the several 
phases of Monarcliiariism. 

As regards the first-named class, we find the earliest traces 
of it in the Roman church. And since it has been found that 
Mouarchians of the third century appeal to the agreement of 
the older Roman bishops with their views, modern inquirers 
have been led to infer from this circumstance that the Mon- 
archian tenet was originally the prevailing one in this church, 

rov yivbfjcivov erd^xot Xoyov rb < rav vo/Mirctvrif tTvat rov \byou, ’X.gurrov xa.ro. 
<ra.ox.tt ftbvov yivdnrKOvrt' rotourov §£ \<rrt to xkriSos rwv ori'Xitmvxivu.t vo/u/^o- 

pivm. Yet we should not omit to notice, that in the passage cited above, 
Matth. T. XVII. s, 14, Origen distinguishes those who out of a 
mistaken wish to honour Christ identify Him with the Father, from the 
great mass of orthodox believers, who, though they do not consider 
Christ as a mere prophet, yet, far from having a sufficiently high 
conception of Him, are unable to form to themselves any clear concep- 
tion of His character. OJ ox*~ ot > ** * r f°P* rf t v ecvrbv i%ovrt t 

o y n tor civ i%wffiv ecvTOv , leoXkm ikarrov ix,oucnv otvrov ov irr/v, obVtv 
rgeovovvrts ortg/ eturou . 

* O? ftlv S-ibv i%ov<ri rov ruv oXuv Si ov, ci 5* cfat^a. rovrovg iivrtgot trru- 
fjAvoc it) rov vlov rov */»ov, r ov X^tov oevrov. L. C. 

t Qui unam eandemque subsistentiam Patris ac Filii asseverant, unam 
personam duobus nominibus subjacentem, qui latine Patripassiani appei- 
lantur. Orig. fragment. Commentar. in ep. ad Titum. 

J In a different sense from that in which, at a later period, those who 
were accused of not duly distinguishing the divine and the human 
natures in Christ were denominated Theopaschites. 

§ See the words of Tertullian, cited above: Pater philosophorum 
Deus. 
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and that the doctrine of the Logos was unknown to it ; and that 
this supposed fact was connected with another, that namely the 
Homan church had its origin in a Jewish element. But if the 
latter hypothesis is erroneous, and we must rather regard the 
Pauline, Gentile-Christian element as the original one in this 
church* (as we think we have elsewhere succeeded in show- 
ing), then one of the principal arguments for such a supposi- 
tion falls at once to the ground. Moreover, on such a suppo- 
sition, it would be almost impossible to account for the favour- 
able reception which the Patripassians met with at Rome ; for 
it is evjrk^it that there was nothing which so contradicted 
the fundamental principle of the Jewish Christians , nothing 
so alien from Ebionism, as this theory concerning the person 
of Christ. We have seen, in fact, that the two classes of the 
Monarchians stand in well-defined opposition to each other. 
Both, therefore, cannot at one and the same time have been 
dominant in the Roman church, nor have sprung out of its 
original element ; although doubtless one might by its extra- 
vagance have called forth the other. Now, if Patripassianism 
was the predominant doctrine, this was of all the least likely 
to show any sympathy for the other classes of the Monarch- 
ians. The latter in that case could expect nothing but the 
warmest resistance. But if that tendency of Monarchianism 
which was more nearly akin to Ebionism had existed in the 
original doctrine of tliis church, then the favourable recep- 
tion which a Patripassian here found cannot be accounted 
for. The intimate connection, moreover, of Irenaeus with the 
Roman church, t who appeals especially to its doctrinal tra- 
dition, testifies against the existence in this church of any such 
Monarchian tendency as was opposed to the doctrine of the 
Logos. And it is by no means clear that those Monarcliians 
were natives of Rome ; they perhaps came from some other 
quarter to the capital of the world, whither the most heteroge- 
neous elements flowed together in all directions. The Mon- 
archians of the first class, in fact, did from the first meet 
here with a very unfavourable reception. And as to their 
appealing to their agreement with the more ancient doctrine 
of the Roman church, this is no more a proof that the ori- 

* See my Apostol. Zeitalter, vol. I. p. 384. 

f See vol. I. p. 284. 
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ginal doctrine of this church really favoured them than their 
appeal which they also made to the scriptures of the New 
Testament proves it in the case of the latter.* * * § The truth 
probably is then, that they simply took advantage of the fact 
that in the Roman church this doctrine had not as yet been 
evolved to the same dialectical precision as elsewhere. 

The founder of this Monarchian party in Rome appears to 
have been a certain Theodotus, a leather-dresser (tncvrev c) from 
Byzantium.f It is evident, from the way in which he inter- 
preted the language of the angel (Luke i. 31), { that, al- 
though he did not acknowledge an indwelling divinity in 
Christ, he yet supposed that he had from the beginning grown 
up under the special influence of the divine Spirit. He 
appealed to the language of the Annunciation, which said, The 
Spirit of God shall enter into thee ; therefore the fact here 
denoted was not an incarnation of the divine Spirit, § but only 
a descent of the divine Spirit upon Mary. From this it 
appears that he by no means denied the supernatural character 
of Christ’s nativity; of which however he is unjustly accused 
by Epiphanius. The Roman bishop, Victor, is said to have 
excommunicated Theodotus either at the end of the second or 
at the beginning of the third century ; his party, however, 
continued to propagate itself in separation from the dominant 
church, and endeavoured to gain respect and influence by con- 
triving to elect for its bishop Natalis, a venerated confessor. 
The latter seems, however, to have become a prey to conflicting 
feelings in his own breast, by departing from a conviction which 
had once given him strength for trials and suffering. The 
disquiet of his heart manifested itself in frightful dreams and 

* Although we may be inclined to suppose that the Artemonites did 
not receive the gospel of St. John, yet we must admit that they acknow- 
ledged the epistles of St. Paul. 

t The latter is reported by Epiphanius and Theodoretus. 

X His words, cited by Epiphanius hseres. 54, are : K») *lro to tvotyyi • 

Xi 0 V tip*) r*3 Manias’ vrvtv/u.a xv^lov totki vvtrai to) ff\, xoii oux cTsre* Tnvfiet 
xvg'iov yivr,ffiTcu iv col. 

§ Whether it was, that by this divine Spirit he understood the Logos, 
or whether he disclaimed all knowledge of such a being. We should 
not forget here that these words were in fact referred, at that time, to 
the incarnation of the Logos. See Justin M. Apolog. II. ed. Colon, f. 
75 : T« sry* u/xx xcii 7*jv t*iv Tct^a $tov olViv iiXXo vwrcct Stfiif *i TO* 

koyov. 
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visions; and in the end he penitently returned to the Catholic 
church.* 

Independently of this Theodotus, there arose another Mon- 
archian sect in Rome, whose founder is called Artemon. It is 
certain that the party which derived its origin from this man 
did not acknowledge Theodotus as belonging to them ; and if 
they supposed they could appeal to their agreement in doctrine 
with the Roman bishop Victor, who had excommunicated 
Theodotus, thpy must have believed either that their doctrine 
was different from that of Theodotus, or that the latter had 
been excommunicated for other reasons than his doctrinal 
errors. Tine latter may be assumed, if the somewhat extrava- 
gant and insufficiently attested statement, t that Theodotus 
was first excommunicated for denying the faith during a per- 
secution, has any foundation of truth. The Artemonites con- 
tinued to propagate themselves in Rome till late into the third 
century. About the * middle of this century the Roman 
presbyter Novatianus considered it necessary, in his exposition 
of the doctrine of Christ’s divinity, to notice particularly the 
objections of that party ; and, during the disputes excited at 
a later period by Paul of Sainosata, it was spoken of as a 
party still in existence. 

If the Artemonites pretended that what they called the 
truth had been preserved in the Roman church down to the 
time of the Roman bishop Zephyrinus, this, as we have already 
remarked, amounts to nothing more than the other circum- 
stance of their citing the older church teachers generally, and 
the apostles themselves, as witnesses to their so-called truth. 
It is easy for any one, front some special dogmatic interest, to 
explain everything in conformity with his own views, and to 
find every wliere a reflection of himself. But when they asserted 
that, from the time of Victor’s successor, Zephyrinus, the true 
doctrine in this church became obscured, J some fact must have 
seemed to them to furnish a foundation for this assertion, which 
unhappily, in the absence of historical data, it is impossible at 

* If we may trust to the report of an opponent. Euseb. lib. V. 
c. 28. 

t Besides being cited in Epiphanius, it may be found in the appendices 
to Tertullian’s Prcescriptions, c. 53. 

$ ’Aro ri rov lioiiexev aurav rxfiuxtx«.pctx,§eu rnv aXnSvav. 

Euseb. 1. V. c. 28. 
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present accurately to ascertain. Perhaps by these very dis- 
putes the Roman church was led to adopt some exposition of 
the doctrine which, as it was more clearly defined, was un- 
favourable to the interests of this party. The Roman bishops, 
who, even at this early period, held tenaciously to traditional 
forms, even in unimportant matters, would hardly have been 
induced to exchange, at once, the Monarchianism received 
from their predecessors for a doctrine of the Logos which 
came to them from abroad ; and such a change, moreover, did 
not admit of being easily effected. 

As it regards the mental tendency in which the doctrine of 
these Artemonites may have originated, we are furnished with 
a very instructive hint in an objection which was urged 
against them. They busied themselves a good deal with 
mathematics, dialectics, and criticism ; with the philosophy of 
Aristotle, and with Theophrastus. It therefore was a predomi- 
nantly reflective, critical, and dialectical bent of mind, which, 
in their case, came into collision with the fervency and depth 
of Christian feeling. They were for a Christianity of the 
understanding, without any mystical element. Every thing of 
a transcendental character, that did not adapt itself to their 
dialectical categories, was to be expurged from the creed. 
It is worthy of notice that they dev oted particular attention 
to the Aristotelian philosophy. We perceive here the differ- 
ent influence exerted by different systems of philosophy, 
when we compare the way in which the Platonic was employed 
to defend the doctrine of Christ’s divinity with the opposite 
direction of mind derived from the Aristotelian, which tended 
to combat that doctrine. 

It was alleged against those Artemonites, that, under the 
pretence of emending the text of the holy scriptures, they 
indulged in the most arbitrary criticism. An accusation of 
this sort from the mouth of opponents is not, it must be ad- 
mitted, of itself entitled to much credit. There has always 
been a strong disposition, whenever those who deviated from 
the doctrine of the church cited other readings than those which 
were customarily received, to charge them with corrupting 
the holy scriptures in favour of their peculiar opinions.* 
Still the peculiar intellectual tendency of these people renders 

* Tertullian’s Prescriptions : Ubi veritas discipline et fidei Christiane, 
illic erit veritas scripturarum et expositionum. De prescript, c. 19, 
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it not improbable that they did indulge in a licentious criti- 
cism in furtherance of their own peculiar dogmas. Their 
antagonists appeal to the variations which were to be found 
among the several recensions of the text by theologians of 
this party, which differed in proportion as each wished to 
acquire importance by his criticisms.* 

Many of the Artemonites were also led, it would appear, 
by this critical bent of mind, to oppose the confounding 
together the fundamental positions of the Old and New Testa- 
ment ; and the way in which, by means of allegorical interpre- 
tation, every Christian truth was intercalated into the Old Tes- 
tament. They were for holding the two positions distinctly 
apart; and for distinguishing clearly the new specifically 
Christian element from that of the Old-Testament scriptures. 
Possibly, also, they limy have discriminated between the pecu- 
liar agency of the Holy Spirit in reference to the New Testa- 
ment, and that in the case of the Old-Testament scriptures. 
To the latter they did not perhaps ascribe the same authority 
as to the former, f 

* There were many copies of the New Testament, inscribed with the 
names of the critics of the several sects from which the revision of the 
text proceeded. UeXXwv (avny^eiQuv} \trrw sun rogyerai, ro tyXorlfLus 

l*y ytygdtySoti rov; fiaByir&s ecvruv, ra u$’ Ixdffrov ccuruv t us auroi xecXoutri, 
xetTwoSupiva. Euseb. 1. V. c. 28. 

t We infer this from the remarkable words in the controversial 
notice just Cited, Euseb. 1. V. C. 28: ’'Evw/ S’ ecvruv ouoi raourfftiv rfeiuruv 
auras {rug y^aipds) a.W' a<rkus d^vv\ffafhivoi rov rt vofcov xai revs orpotpnrus, 
avofM.au xx) abiou 'htbenrxaxias (here a word must have slipped out, for I do 
not feel at liberty to supply ?»<«*, nor do I believe that this is the word 
missing. Neither can I, with Stroth, take these words as in apposition 
with <x£a<pd.<ru os (under the pretext that they would 

glorify the grace bestowed by the gospel) us U^arov dcrukuas oXtfyov 
xxrvXifSnrav' We may here compare what Origen says of the same 
class : Qui Spiritum Sanctum alium quidem dicant esse, qui fuit pro- 
phetis, alium autem, qui fuit in apostolis. Fragment. Commentar. in 
epist. ad Titum. As to Dr. Baur’s endeavour to establish a connection 
between the tendency here described and the 6ect of Marcion, I must be 
allowed to say that I see no ground whatever for such an hypothesis. 
If these people agreed with the school of Marcion in opposing the 
practice of confounding together the fundamental positions of the Old 
and the New Testament (and yet they were certainly very far from pro- 
ceeding to the same length in this respect] as Marcion did), this 
cannot possibly be regarded as sufficient evidence of their relationship 
in any way with the sect of Marcion. They came to this result from an 
entirely different starting-point, by an intellectual tendency directly 
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We recognise the same tendency in the oldest opponents of 
St. John’s gospel, who in their views at least were connected 
with this party, — the so-called Alogi , whom we have already 
spoken of as a sect that pushed the opposition to Montanism to 
its extreme limits.* 

As to the second class of Monarchians, the Patripassmns , 
the first of the party who comes to our knowledge is the con- 
fessor Praxeas. He came from Asia Minor, the birthplace of 
Monarchianism, where he had come forward as an antagonist 
of Montanism. From this circumstance, however, it is by 
no means clear that his peculiar dogmatical direction with 
regard to the Trinity had any connection whatever with this 
opposition ; especially when we consider that the prophetic 
spirit of the Montanists itself, as we formerly pointed out, 
assumed in the first place an Old-Testament form, and spoke 
in the name of God the Father only. Praxeas afterwards 
travelled to Pome, I and by his influence induced the Roman 
bishop, either Eleutherus or Victor, to pronounce sentence of 
excommunication against the Montanists in Asia Minor. He 
was not at that time attacked for his Patripassianism : whether 
it was that men were less disposed to examine rigidly into the 
creed of a confessor , or that, amidst the negotiations on many 
other matters of interest and importance to the church, this 
doctrinal difference did not happen to be touched upon ; or 
that Praxeas found in the doctrine of the Roman church, 
which as yet was not very precisely defined, nothing directly 
repugnant to his own views, and by his zeal in behalf of the 
faith of Christ, as the God-man, and perhaps by his hostility 
to the other party of the Monarchians, gained the public 
opinion in his favour. He next went to Carthage, where too 
he may have relied for support on the before-described pious 

opposed to that of the Marcionites. Had they stood in any sort of 
connection with the sect of Marcion, other Christians certainly would 
never have had so much to do with them, but would have repelled them, 
without ceremony, from their society, as notorious heretics. But 
neither can we believe that this was the party to which the opponents 
belonged whom Tertullian combats as a Montanist (see above, p. 222, 
note *) ; for had it been in his power to charge his opponents with such 
errors as those above described, he would assuredly not have omitted to 
avail himself of such an opportunity. 

* See above, p. 223. 

f For the precise time, see above, p. 205, note J, and p. 221. 
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zeal of simple faith in the laity, which had not yet passed 
through any process of theological development.* * * § Yet here 
an opponent of this doctrine presented himself, and a contro- 
versy arose. If we may believe the testimony of the hostile 
Tertullian, Praxeas was induced to recant.f Yet here pro- 
bably we ought to distinguish between the real matter of fact, 
and the interpretation of that fact by an antagonist. It may 
be doubted whether the explanation of Praxeas, to which Ter- 
tullian alludes, may not have been simply a vindication of his 
doctrine against some falsely charged conclusions. Somewhat 
later, when Tertullian had gone over to the Montanistic 
party, the controyersy broke out afresh ; and he had now a 
double motive for writing against Praxeas. 

According to his representations, there are two possible 
ways of construing the doctrine of Praxeas: either he denied 
the existence of any distinction in the being of God Ilimself 
— denied the existence of any duality in God, as it is implied 
indeed, but only in a modal sense, by Christ’s appearance — and 
therefore he applied the name Son of God to Christ simply 
to his bodily manifestation on earth or in a certain sense he 
admitted the doctrine of a divine Logos. In the latter case 
he would have applied the name Son of God to Christ, not 
only with reference to his human appearance, but also he 
would have acknowledged a distinction, from the creation of 
the w r orld, between the hidden, invisible God, and him who 
revealed himself in the work of creation, in the Theophanies 
of the Old Testament, and finally in a human body, in Christ. 
In this last relation God would be called the Logos or the 
Son. By extending, in some sense, his activity beyond him- 
self, and so generating the Logos, he thus made himself a 
Son.§ Now Tertullian, when he expresses himself in this last 
way, has either failed to enter fully into the whole connection 

* Tertullian’s words, where he is speaking of the spread of this doc- 
trine in Carthage, are, Dormientibus multis in aimplicitate doctrincc. c. 
Praxeam, c. 1. 

f His language k, Caverat pristinum doctor de emendatione sna et 
manet chirographum apnd psychicos. L. c. 

X See Tertullian, c. Praxeam, c. 27. 

§ L. c. c. 10, 14, and 26. The objections of Baur do not move me. 
The passage marked c. 14, especially, where the writer is speaking of 
the application of the doctrine to the Old Testament, leads necessarily 
to this result 



THE PATEIPASSIANS. 


of his exponent’s mode of thinking, and transferred to Praxeas 
what was nothing really but his owd way of construing his 
opponent’s meaning, or else different views must have existed 
among the followers of Fraxeas, according to the degree of 
their intellectual culture, and according as they adhered more 
or less closely to the terminology of the church. i 

To this class of Monarchians belongs, moreover, Noetus, 
who appeared in the first half of the third century at Smyrna.* 
It is a characteristic fact, and serves to confirm what we have 
before said of the import of Patripassianism, that when Noetus 
was cited before an assembly of presbyters, to answer for the 
erroneous doctrine of which he w as accused,, he alleged in his 
defence that his doctrine tended only to honour Christ. “ What 
evil do I,” he asked, “when I glorify Christ ?”f The unity 
of God and Christ — this only God — was his motto. In proof 
of his doctrine he appealed to Horn. ix. 5, where Christ is 
called God over all ; — to the words of Christ, John x. 30, 
“ I and my Father are one — perhaps also $ to the words, 
John xiv. 9, “ He that hath seen me hath seen the Father.” 
It appears, from these examples, that Patripassianism appealed 
to St. John’s gospel, as well as to the others. How far there- 
fore are they from being justified who from the spread of such 
doctrines would argue that this gospel was either not known 
to exist, or not received ! If, in the case of Praxeas, we were 
uncertain whether he himself made the distinction between 
God hidden within himself and God in his self-manifestation, 
it is, on the other hand, clearly evident, from the report of 
Theodoret, that Noetus set out from such a doctrine. There 
is one God, the Father, who is invisible when he pleases, and 
who appears (manifests himself) when he pleases ; but who is 
the same, whether visible or invisible, begotten or unbegotten. 
Theodoret refers this last expression to the birth of Christ ; 

* Theodoret, together with Hippolytus, furnishes the most character- 
istic description of this doctrine (vid. Hscret. fab. III. c. 2). He cor- 
rectly remarks that Noetus set forth no new doctrine invented by him- 
self, but that others before him had already broached one of the same 
kind, among whom he names two individuals unknown to us, Kpigonius 
and Cleomenes. 

f Vid. Hippolyt. c. Noet. S. I : TJ ovv xtZKav <xom, rov Xfurrov ; 

$ I say “perhaps,” because it is not absolutely certain, from the words 
of Hippolytus, whether he is answering an objection actually made , or 
only one which he conceived possible. 
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but it may be doubted whether he has in this instance rightly 
caught the sense of his author ; whether the latter had not in 
his mifid the yivprjtnc rov Xoyov ; and in that case he could 
have understood by it nothing else than God’s activity out of 
Himself. At all events, he must have so appropriated St. John’s 
doctrine of the Logos as to understand by the Logos only a 
designation of God when He proceeds forth from his hidden 
essence — God revealing himself; — the same God who, in 
different relations, is denominated ulv and Xoyog. 

In conflict with these two classes of the Monarchians, and 
in two different quarters, in the Western and in the Eastern 
church, the church doctrine of the Trinity unfolded itself. 
In the latter the doctrine of subordination became firmly 
established in connection with the hypostatical view of the 
Logos, since, in the controversy with the Monarchians, who 
denied the distinction of hypostases, that distinction was natu- 
rally still more prominently set forth. On the other hand, we 
see how the Western mind, starting from the doctrine of sub- 
ordination received along with the distinction of hypostases, 
continually strove, while maintaining this distinction, to insist 
upon the unity of the divine essence. The designation of 
Christ as the Logos might have been known from the gospel 
of John, without, however, any use being made of it for a 
speculative exposition of the doctrine concerning Christ. 
This was first done when Christianity came into contact with 
a species of intellectual culture which had been formed in the 
philosophical schools, particularly the Platonic, though after 
a superficial manner and more under the impulse of a religious 
than of a philosophical interest. The first of the authors 
whose writings are still extant in whom this character may be 
discerned is Justin Martyr.* In his speculations he (like 

* J ustin describes the doctrine of Christ’s divinity as one taught by 
Christ himself, ni/dirdtu <rwf 5/ alrou Dial. Tryph. f. 267. 

The doctrine concerning Christ as the Son of God in that higher sense 
which he thought he found in the tLrofwiijtoHvpxrx rwv kro<rrbkm, by which 
phrase he means the gospels, as being memorials of Christ’s life. See f. 
327. And when all the scattered allusions to the gospel of St. John in his 
writings are compared together, it is impossible to doubt that he had 
read this gospel, and comprised it among his apostolic commentaries ; 
for, indeed, he describes these commentaries as having been composed 
partly by the apostles themselves (St. Matthew and St. John), and 
partly by their disciples (St. Luke and St. Mark). To7 s a^trtfMnvfxa^ 
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Philo, whose ideas seem to have been known to him and to 
have influenced him, had already done ) availed himself of the 
ambiguity of the Greek term Logos, which denotes both 
reason and word. Hence the comparison of the reason which 
dwells in God (the Aoyot; it 'didSeroc) and the revelation of 
this reason appearing creatively Without — the self-subsiatent 
Word (\6yoQ irpotpopiKog, the word as it stands related to the 
thought), by which the ideas of the divine reason are revealed 
and become actualized. Accordingly, before all creation this 
Word, so Justin taught, emanated from God (being His self- 
manifestation), as a personality derived from God’s essence, 
and ever intimately united with Him by this community of 
essence — a distinction which does not arise out of any neces- 
sity of nature, but is brought about by an act of the divine 
will. The idea of this Logos, as the invisible teacher of the 
spiritual world, from whom all goodness and truth proceed, 
Justin employs for the purpose of setting forth Christianity as 
the central point, where all the hitherto scattered rays of the 
godlike in humanity converge — the absolute religion, in which 
all that has been till now fragmentary and disconnected is 
brought together in a higher unity, and for the purpose of 
comparing the full and unalloyed revelation of the absolute 
divine Logos in Christ with the partial and fragmentary reve- 
lations — involving opposite aspects of the truth — of truth in 
the human consciousness, growing from the implanted seed of 
the Logos, which is of one nature with that eternal, divine 
reason.* The same fundamental view we find in others of the 
apologetical writers ; f but in the case of Athenagoras we may 
notice how, in endeavouring to get rid of everything that 
savours of Anthropopathism, and in contrasting the spiritually 
conceived idea of the Son of God with the pagan myths con- 

« Qrifii uvro ruv <L<ro<rroXvv xu) rm ixuvois vruPuxo\ov$ncrdvruv iruvrtru%0ai» 
Dial. Tryph. f. 331. 

* Which proceeds from the i^tpurov xuvr) ytvu uvfyurvv irse^jiu tow 
Xoyov, the xu vu Xoyou ftieof, compared with the Xoyixov ro oX cv, tfuvru ru 
tow Xoyov (is \<rn X^tto*.* Apolog. I. f. 48. 

f In Athenagoras after the following form : The Logos, as Cod's 
indwelling reason, projects the ideas ; the Logos, as Word, emanated 
into self- subsistence, carries them into realization, Xoyos I* xu) ivt^ytiu 
— as vgaixSav ivi^yiia, it is that by which the organized world was 
formed out of chaos. 
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ceming sons of deities,* * * § he is led to express himself on the 
unity of the divine essence in a way which strikes a middle 
course between the Monarchian theory and the doctrine of the 
church in its later and more matured form. It is easy to see 
how the above-named Monarchians might avail themselves of 
the authority of such passages to maintain the higher antiquity 
of their own form of doctrine. 

Thus developed this doctrine passed over to the Alexandrian 
school, where philosophically cultivated minds strove from the 
first to clear it of all relations of time and analogies of sense, 
like that drawn from the expression of thoughts in words.f 
Clement, even at his early date, describes the Logos as the 
ground-principle of all existence, which is without beginning and 
timeless. J What was taught in the N eo-Platonic school concern- 
ing the relation of the second principle, the rove living in self- 
contemplation, the liypostatised ideal world, to the absolute, 
the ©V, is by him transferred and applied to the relation of the 
Logos to the Father, although, with his Christian Theistic view 
of the universe, which was based on the acknowledgment of a 
living, personal, active God, it was still impossible for him to 
appropriate to his own purpose the sense which all this possessed 
in the coherence of that philosophical system.§ The speculative 
ideas of Neo-Platonism were, in his case, mixed up with Chris- 
tian notions. As we formerly saw that Clement had introduced 
into certain philosophical propositions a religious meaning which 
was foreign from them, so here too we see him striving to find, 
in the speculative maxims of the Neo-Platonic school upon the 

* The vrovrov ytnn/urz, ol^ u>s ytvoju.tw ; for the Father had from all 
eternity His Logos in Himself. 

f In the \oyot ivWStre? and vrpo$og<Kof, 

j xa) alvagX 0 * a-**tX* vuv orrtvv. Strom. 1. VIII. f. 700. 

*H «r*>v okuv ctgx* 1 tMxovttrrett ix roZ §tou roZ uoftttrov xeu <rpo ettavuv. 

L. C. 1. V. f. 5(»5. A oyos alaiviog. L. C. 1. VII. f. 708, 

§ We see this by comparing Clement, Strom. 1. IV. f. 537, with 
Plotinus, Ennead. III. c. 7, seqq. It is true Clement may not have 
taken anything from Plotinus, who wrote some years later, but we must 
suppose doctrines of the Neo-Platonic school still older than Plotinus. 
Clement says, *o <£», ovx itrnv inerv/Mnxos. This an- 

swers to the Neo- Platonic maxim concerning a suprarational, intellectual 
intuition, by which the *sZ<, rising above itself, soars to the ft. So 
Plotinus says of the So, ' roure r«v rou voZ (pvcrjy, r'm akirxodro 

iT/fioX*} a$£oet j What Plotinus says of the voZs as the Wi^yux or guru iv 
htlftyrm (rwwv, as the i» Clement transfers to the Logos. k 
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vovs* * * § that idea, which growing out of his own Christian con- 
sciousness and thought, regarded the unity of the divine life as 
the foundation of faith, aud the negation and schism as the 
very essence of unbelief. But the Alexandrian school, which 
sprang out of the germ thus furnished by Clement, was 
carried out and perfected by Origen, and the influence of his 
development was long felt in the Eastern church. The leading 
ideas in it were the following. 

There is an original source of all existence, who is to be 
called God m the absolute sense t — the fountain of divine life 
and blessedness to a world of spirits, who, as they are allied 
to him by nature, are also by their communion with him deified 
and raised above the limits of finite existence. In virtue of 
this divine life, which flows to them through their communion 
with the original divine essence, the more exalted spirits may, 
in a certain sense, be denominated divine beings, gods.J But 
as the avToSeog is the original source of all existence and of 
all divine life, so the Logos is the necessary intermediate link 
through which all communication of life from him proceeds. 
The latter is the focus of all the manifestations of God’s glory, 
its universal, all-embracing irradiation, by whom the partial 
rays of the divine glory are diffused abroad through the whole 
world of spirits.§ 

As there is one original divine essence, || so there is one 


* Because the Xoyes is the vruvru tv — to tig avrov xa. to 2/ auroZ 
• rtmuerat , aovechtxov itrrt ylvtfetu, aort £i<r<ru<rras tvovfjuivav tv aury, to 2s 
azmrrritroti, duxTtkffoLi iar) xeti haaTtiveu xa) fit (>tcr§nva,i. 

f The cctX.m$ Stef, avrfeios. 

+ Miroxjj Ttjg ixilvev Sternroe StovotoZ/tuvot. Intimately connected with 
this distinction is Origen’ s theory of the process of the development of 
Theism. They occupy the highest position, who have soared to the 
air fetes himself; the second, those who believe that they possess in 
Christ the Supreme God himself (see above) ; the third, those who are 
conducted first to some notion of God, by recognising those higher 
divine essences, the divine intelligences which animate the planets. 
Origen argues, as Philo had already done, from Deut. iv. 19, a certain 
necessity of Polytheism, andpn particular of Sabeism, in the process of 
the religions development of mankind, ordained by God : Ty revs ym 

$vvet[At*ovs tvt rtiv vorjrriv avxtyaf/tilv (pvtrtv, 2<’ ciifenruv S’teSf xivov/utivovs 
Stomros, ayarnTMs xav ev rovrots 'irrotfeeu xa) /ub erleerut »**! tTiuXa xeti 

%xipena. See in Joann. T XII. s. 3. 

§ In Joann. T. II. c. 2; T. XXXII. c. 18. 

|| The av r few;. 

X 2 
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original divine reason, the absolute reason,* through which 
alone the eternal Supreme Being Reveals himself to all other 
existences, to whom He is the source of all truth, the objective, 
self-subsistent truth itself. Origen considers it highly important 
to maintain the position that each several rank of reasonable 
Beings, or each several intelligence, has not its own subjective 
Logos, but that there is but one absolute objective Logos as 
well as one absolute objective truth for all ; the one truth of 
the consciousness of God, which unites man to all the different 
orders of the spiritual world. “ Every one will at any rate 
admit,” he says, “that truth is one. In regard to this matter 
none surely will venture to affirm that there is one truth of God, 
another of angels, and another of men, since, in the nature of 
the case, there can be but one truth in regard to each one tiling. 
Now, if truth is one, then, in justice, the evolution of truth, 
which is wisdom, must be conceived as one, inasmuch as all 
false wisdom comes short of the truth, and cannot properly be 
called wisdom. But if there is one truth and one wisdom, 
then the Logos also is one, who reveals truth and wisdom to 
all such as are capable of receiving it.” Although the Logos, 
however, is by his own nature the absolute one, yet he puts 
himself into manifold forms and modes of activity, according to 
the different positions and the different wants of reasonable 
beings, to whom he becomes whatsoever is necessary for their 
wellbeing. While the Gnostics made different hypostases out 
of these different modes of operation of one and the same 
ltedeeming Spirit, Origen reduced these different hypostases 
to merely different ideas and relations (imvoiag) ; but while 
he combated these Gnostics, so disposed to give an hypostatic 
existence to everything, he also opposed the Monarchians, who 
reduced the Trinity itself simply to so many different relations 
of one and the same divine essence. He who denied the inde- 
pendent existence of the divine Logos seemed to him to reduce 
every thing to the subjective — to deny the existence of an 
absolute objective truth, to make of this a mere abstraction. 
There is no truth for created spirits apart from the revelation 
of the Logos as of Him by whom the consciousness of the 
world of spirits retains its connection with God. “No one 
of us,” says Origen, f “ is possessed of so mean an intellect a* 


* The uvToXeyf. 


f c. Cels. 1. VIII. c. 12. 
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to suppose that the essence of truth * did not exist before the 
earthly appearance of Christ.” 

As Origen explained the several designations of the Logos 
to be symbolical, so he considered it to be also with the name 
Logos itself. He therefore spoke against those who, availing 
themselves of the comparison with the Xoyoc TpocpopiKog, which 
appeared inadequate to the Alexandrians, argued from the 
name Logos alone, and thought they might refer to this all 
passages of the Old Testament where a \6yog was spoken of.f 
The notion which was associated with this view of an emanation 
of the Logos to self-subsistent existence before the creation of 
the world, was, like every other transfer of temporal relations 
to the Eternal, which Origen combated. One, like Origen, who 
iixed no beginning to the creation, but supposed it to be 
eternal, would far less fix any beginning here. He strove to 
banish all notions of time from the conception of the genera- 
tion of the Logos. It was necessary here, as he thought, to 
conceive of a timeless present, an eternal now ; and tins he 
supposed to be intimated by the expression u to-day ” in the 
second Psalm. J 

In excluding all notions of time it is also implied, in his 
opinion, that the generation of the Logos should not be con- 
ceived as something which happened once and was then over. 
!Not only the conception of a beginning, but that also of an 
end, must be carefully excluded — it must be conceived of as a 
timeless, eternal act. Origen endeavours to render this theo- 
gonic process clear by analogy, and with this view compares 
it with the process according to which the divine life develops 
itself in believers — the just man not being made by God at 
once by virtue of the divine life imparted to him, but is con- 
tinually being generated of God, so that all the good he does 
proceeds from this generation of the divine life in him.§ With 

* *H rr,f d\t)Siias ova la. 

t cunyjLf ^Zvrat rw‘ i \^%v\avo fi xafita (aou keyev dyaBov, \J/. 

xliv. 1, olofttvoi Xfotpooacv •rarffiKni eievu iv tTukkafeali; xufjAvnv uvat rev vlov 
rev Btev. 

% In Joann. I. 32 ; II. 1. 

$ Concerning Christ : *'o « evy^ lyivvetifiv o vrurvig rov vlev xai deriXvtrtv 
aura*' o xarrio a -re rvjf ytnnut avrev , dkk’ du yxvva avrev. Concerning 
the just man : Ov yeto d<ra% IgZ rev Vixaiov ytytvvtjrSaf, dkk f au ytvva* 
<rSat xa$’ txatrrnv tfgdfyv dyaStjv, iv rrytvva rev Vtxatov e Btof. In Jerem, 
Horn. IX. s. 4. 
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the glory of God exists also its radiation in the Son ; from the 
light ever goes forth the radiation.* We should not here 
forget that Origen was led into this view by his philosophical 
education in the Platonic school, for he only needed to apply 
to the relation of the Father to the Logos all that had been 
taught in this school concerning the relation of the ov to the 
vovq. But here, owing to the difference between his own 
position and the Neo-Platonic, a question might occur to him. 
On the latter principle there could be no room for teleological 
considerations, or of a willing and acting of the absolute; 
nothing properly had any place here but the necessity of the 
conception. But it was otherwise with Origen’s idea of God 
the Father : hence the question arises, whether, in reference 
to the generation of the Logos, he assumed a necessity grounded 
in the divine essence, or an act perpetrated of free-will. Had 
he been possessed of the later developed notion of the unity of 
essence in the Trinity, it w'ould have naturally resulted from 
this that he would be led to distinguish the eternal generation 
of the Son, as an immanent act grounded in the divine essence, 
from a fiat of the divine will as the mediating cause of the 
creation. But the matter presented itself in a different aspect 
to Origen in consequence of his principle of subordination, 
which, strictly taken, excluded such a mode of conception. 
And this result, to which Origen’s principle led, he is said 
actually to have expressed in his disputation with the Valen- 
tinian Candidus, in which he attacked the Gnostic doctrine (if 
emanation. He affirmed that we are not to conceive of a 
natural necessity in the generation of the Son of God, but, 
precisely as in the case of creation, we must suppose an act 
flowing from the divine will ; but, in asserting this view, he 
must at the same time have excluded all temporal succession 
of the different momenta. f From this view' of the subject 

* "Ofov ierri to rttifirtKov rov etTatuyacoficiTos, tr'i tocovtov ysvvetra/ to 
chrotu’yetrftM r»jf tou Stow. 

f Jerome says, Habetur Duilogus apud Graces Origenis et Candidi, 
Valentiniani hseresis defensoris, in quo repugnat, Dei Filium vel prola- 
tum esse vel natum (the latter he surely could not have denied except 
so far as it was too sensuously conceived), ne Dens Pater dividatur in 
partes, sed dicit sublimcm et excel lentissi mam creaturam voluntate exsti- 
tisSe Patris, sicut et cseter&s creaturas Hieronym. T. II. contra Rnfin. 
ed Vallarsi, T. II. p. I. p. 512. Venet. 1767, or ed. Martianay, T. IV. f. 
413. We confess the source from which we obtain this is not to be 
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Origen was also strongly averse to the notion of a generation 
of the Son of God from the essence of the Father (yeVvijcrec ck 
rrjc ovcriac), inasmuch as such a theory seemed to him to 
lead to the supposition of a natural necessity to which the 
divine essence was subjected — a sensuously conceived emana- 
tion, a division of the divine essence.* 

In conformity w ith the ideas which we have thus set forth, 
Origen held it to he absolutely necessary to insist on the abso- 
lute exaltation and superiority of God the Father, so far as 
his essence is concerned, above every other existence ; as in- 
deed, even as a Platonist, he was accustomed to consider the 
highest ov as admitting of comparision with nothing that exists, 
and exalted in its essence even above the vovq itself. It 
appeared to him, therefore, a derogation from the dignity of 
the first and supreme essence to suppose an equality of es- 
sence or unity between him and any other being whatever, 
not excepting even the Son of God. As the Son of God and 
the Holy Spirit are incomparably exalted above all other 
existences, even in the highest ranks of the spiritual world, so 
high and yet higher is the Father exalted even above thcm.f 
This distinction between the essence of the Son of God and 
that of the Father { was still more strongly insisted on in his 
opposition to Origeii and the Monarchians. As the latter, toge- 
ther with the distinction of substance, denied also that of the 
person, so it was with Origen a matter of practical moment, 
on account of the systematic connection of ideas in his philo- 

relied on implicitly ; for it is uncertain with what degree of care the 
notes of this disputation were taken down. Many expressions which are 
here ascribed to Origen do not agree with his mode of thinking or style 
of language. The definition above given , however, as must be evident, 
is well supported by Origen's system ; and it is easy to see that he 
would have been lea to state this in so express terms only when driven 
to it in opposing the doctrines of a sensuous emanation-theory, or of 
natural necessity. 

* Against those who erroneously explained the passage, John viii. 
44, as referring to the generation of the Logos, he says, in Joann. T. 
XX. SM6: W A XXet 3« to’ i%vkBov dvrb Ssay, bivyvtavro dvrs tov ytylvvvftiti 
a.7Co tov Bi ov, oT; ctKokovBu i k tvs outlet; (poltKtiv tov vretrgof ytyivvvtBtti 
tov vtov f oiovit fAUovftivou kxi XijVovt os ry eitlu,, y ergon pev 3 oyptMTX 

avBga rrtuv, oveeo tpitiv tiepetrov xai utuuarov ert^avTatujivuv. 

f In Joann. T. XIII. s. 25 . 

x The doctrine of a In^orvs tvs ou*l*s, in the dispute against the 

bftoovirtov. 
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sophical system of Christianity, to maintain in opposition to 
them the personal independence of the Logos. Sometimes, 
in this controversy, he distinguishes between unity of substance 
and personal unity, or unity of subject, so that it only con- 
cerned him to controvert the latter.* * * § And this certainly was 
the point of greatest practical moment to him ; and lie must 
have been well aware that many of the fathers who contended 
for a personal distinction held firmly at the same time to a 
unity of substance. But, according to the internal connection of 
his own system, both fell together ; wherever he spoke, there- 
fore, from the position of that system, he affirmed at one and 
the same time the ireporriQ tT]q overiag and the kreporr]€ rrjg 

V7T OfTTaff£b)C Or TOV VTOKElflivOV .f 

From this doctrine he drew the practical inference, that we 
are bound to pray to the Father alone, and not to the Son. 
And from this we are able to see what a strong practical in- 
terest the Patripassians (whom Origen accused of knowing 
only the Son, without being able to elevate themselves to the 
Father) must have had to controvert such a system. But 
still, even on the grounds of his own philosophical system of 
Christian ideas, Christ was to Origen the way, the truth, and 
the life, as he expressed it with full conviction. He knew of 
no other way to the Father ; no other source of truth ; no 
other spring of divine life for all creatures but Him : He was 
the mirror, through which St. Paul and St. Peter, and all 
who were like them, saw God 4 He says that the Gnostics may 
be allowed to be right in a certain sense, when they affirm that 
the Father was first revealed by Christ. Until then men had 
no other knowledge of God than as the Creator and Lord 
of the world, since it was first through the Son they came to 
the knowledge of Him as their Father ; and it was by the 
spirit of adoption which they received from Him they were 
first enabled to address God as their Father. § Christ was to 
Him the Mediator from whom alone Christians derive their 


* In Joann. T. X. against ^ those who said rt Ev, cv povav akk* 

xcti Craxti/utvA) ruyxavtw a/x$ortgovs. 

t In Joann. T. II. s. 2. De orat. c. 15: K xr ovtrtav xat xet§’ vxoxil- 

fitvot irnv & vlof trtpof <rou <r arpeg. 

X In Joann. T. XIII. s. 25. 

§ In Joann. T. XIX. s. 1. yoI. YI. f. 286, ed. de la Ruej T. II. p. 
146, ed. Lommatzsch. 
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communion with God ; to whom they should constantly refer 
their Christian consciousness, and in whose name and through 
whom they should always pray to God the Father. He says, 

Why may we not, in the sense of Him who said, 4 Wherefore 
callest thou me good ? there is none good but one, that is 
God,’ also say, £ Why prayest thou to me ? Thou shouldst pray 
to the Father alone, to whom I also pray. As you learn from 
the holy scriptures, you are not to pray to the High Priest 
ordained for you by the Father, to him who has received it 
from the Father to be your Advocate and Intercessor ; but 
you must pray through the High Priest and the Intercessor, 
through Him who can be touched witli your infirmities, having 
been tempted in all points like as ye are, yet, by the gift of 
God, without sin. Learn, then, what a gift you have received 
from my Father, when, by your new birth in me, ye have re- 
ceived the spirit of adoption, that ye might be called sons of 
God, and my own brethren.”* 

We have already remarked that Origen unfolded and ma- 
tured his doctrine of the Logos in the controversy with the 
two classes of the Monarchians ; and the systematic founda- 
tion which he gave to this doctrine could not fail to call forth 
on the other hand a reaction from the Monarcliian party ; for 
his views, as must appear evident from the exhibition of his 
system, were hardly suited to remove the scruples they enter- 
tained against the doctrine of the hypostatical Logos, in a way 
which would be satisfactory to them. But Monarchianism, in 
order to maintain itself, now assumed a new shape. Amid the 
strifes of the two classes there arose a conciliatory tendency. | 
It proceeded from those who agreed with the Monarchians in 
contending against the doctrine of a hypostatical, subordinate 
Logos, but whose Christian zeal was dissatisfied with the way 

* De orat. c. 15. 

f In opposition to Dr. Baur, -who denies the existence of any such 
third class of Monarchians, I must once more affirm that the phenomena 
presented in this portion of history could not possibly bo understood 
without the supposition of such a conciliatory tendency ; and that Beryllus 
of Bostra, as its forerunner, must take the place which belongs to him, 
between the above-named two classes of the Monarchians and Sabellius. 

I add, that neither the strictures of Dr. Ullmann, in his Hallischen Weih- 
nachtsprogramm, v. J. 1835, in the Studien und Kritiken, J. 1836, 4tes 
Stuck, S- 1073, nor those of Dr. Baur, in his History of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity, are of such force as to induce me to abandon the views 
which I have long held. 
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in which the first class of the Monarchians contemplated Christ 
relatively to other enlightened teachers, and who also felt 
constrained to ascribe to Him a specific divine nature, but who at 
the same time, as their reason was not content to put aside all 
difficulties by appealing to the incomprehensibleness of the sub- 
ject, must have felt themselves repelled by the Patripassian hy- 
pothesis of an incarnation of God the Father himself. Accord- 
ingly a new theory was started concerning the person of Christ 
intermediate between that which ascribed to Him too much 
and tliat which conceded to Him too little. It was not the whole 
infinite essence of God the Father which dwelt in Him, but 
a certain efflux from the divine essence ; and a certain in- 
flux of the same into human nature was what constituted 
the personality of Christ. It was not before his temporal 
appearance, but only subsequently thereto, tliat lie first sub- 
sisted as a distinct person beside the Father. This personality 
resulted from the hypostatizing of a divine power. And here 
we must not suppose, as the first class of Monarchians taught, 
a distinct human person, like one of the prophets, placed from 
the beginning under a special divine influence ; but this per- 
sonality was itself something specifically divine, produced by a 
new creative communication of God to human nature, by a 
sinking as it were of the divine essence into the limits of the 
latter. Hence in Christ the divine and the human are united 
together ; hence He is the Son of God in a sense in which no 
other being is. As notions derived from the theory of emana- 
tion were in this period still widely diffused ; as, even in the 
church’s way of apprehending the incarnation of the Logos, 
the doctrine of a reasonable human soul in Christ was still 
but imperfectly unfolded (it being by Origen, as we shall pre- 
sently see, that this doctrine was first distinctly developed in 
the general theology of the Eastern church) : under these cir- 
cumstances, therefore, a theory which thus substituted the 
divine, which the Father communicated from His own essence, 
in the place of the human soul in Christ, could gain the easier 
admittance. If we transport ourselves back into the midst of 
the process whereby the doctrines of Christianity became un- 
folded before the consciousness and into the very midst of the 
conflict of opposite opinions in this period, we shall find it very 
easy to understand how a modified theory of this sort came to 
be formed. 
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Jt belongs also to the peculiarity of this new modification 
of Monarchianism, that it spoke of an ideal being of Christ, a 
being in the divine idea, or predestination, before his tempo- 
ral appearance. Certainly they who expressed themselves 
thus did not wish to deny that the same could be said of the 
relation of God’s universal plan to everything that appears 
in the succession of time. On the contrary, when they pro- 
minently insisted on this point in reference to Christ’s manifes- 
tation in particular, they must have connected therewith some 
peculiar meaning. Without doubt they meant to mark thereby 
the importance which the manifestation of Christ held in the 
accomplishment pf the divine plan of the universe, as being the 
end and central point of all ; and also to mark the necessity of 
such manifestation, in order to the realization of the divine 
ideas. And by virtue of their peculiar mode of apprehending 
the essence and the origin of Christ’s personality, they might 
certainly ascribe to it this signifieaney. To this, then, they 
would also refer those passages of the New Testament which 
speak of Christ’s being with the Father before his temporal 
appearance. 

The first who took a conciliatory position of this sort was 
Beryl] us, bishop of Bostra, in Arabia, a man well known in 
his times as one of the more learned teachers of the church.* 

* See Euseb. 1. VI. c. 20. His doctrine is described by Eusebius in 
the somewhat obscure passage in 1. VI. c. 33 : Tov kv^m ph wgfttycrrsMM 
*«t’ ihlotv ot/<ria.i 9rt^y^u(f>viv rtjg tig tivSgviroyg britfijAiug. In the inter- 
pretation of these words I must agree, on one point, with Baur, and 
differ from Schleiermacher, in his well-known dissertation on the Monar- 
chians, and also from Ullmann, and maintain that tngtyg/xpj certainly 
does not denote a circumscription of the divine essence ; but (as I have 
already explained, and, also, as 1 believe, proved, in the first edition of this 
work) it means, in the scientific language of Origen, nothing else than 
a personal, individual existence, as contradistinguished from a barely 
ideal existence, or a mere distinction of the understanding. Compare, 
e. g., in Joann. T. I. s. 42, where the s7v«< »ar Tioiy^nv is opposed 
to the i7 vtti barely *» tr is tng«v, the uwererrarov. The words then 
imply that Christ, before his appearance in humanity, had no self- 
subsistent, personal existence. Thus, then, at this time he could he dif- 
ferent from the Father only xar irlvoiuv, or have only an ideal being. 
This marks the ,opjx)sition to the doctrine of the hypostatical Logos, 
and also to the doctrine of the Patripassians ; for, according to the latter, 
there was not in Christ, even when he appeared on the earth, any 
evsl* *ar fit** s, in relation to the essence of the Father. 

But we must now bring in also the second part of the description : 
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The peculiar modification of the Monarchian doctrine which 
he presented having excited controversy, in the year 244 

fjivilt pi iv Biornra illav «*■*■* ifA'To'ki'rtuofjLtvw ctvrZ (jbovqv rijv tretvgiitvv. 

Baur’s explanation of this passage, in which he professes to adhere 
to the etymological and original meaning of the word vroXirtuirSut, 
I cannot hut regard as arbitrary and artificial. According to the use of 
language in that period, and according to the context, the word denotes 
certainly, to me, the notion of indwelling. Now such an expression 
would assert too much, if it was meant to denote simply a certain inwork- 
ing of God upon a human being under His special influence. These 
words would rather characterize the Patripassian view, which, however, 
we cannot suppose to be here meant, on account of the preceding propo- 
1 sition. We must, then, seek for some hypothesis which may hold the 
middle place between the two views above mentioned. And this is the 
case with that which is presented in the text. Why should Eusebius 
waste so many words, if he meant simply to attribute to Beryllus a theory 
akin to that of the Artemonites? He would doubtless in this case, as in 
that of the doctrine of Paul of Samosata, have expressed himself with 
much more heat and acrimony. I must therefore decidedly object to 
Baur’s view, according to which, moreover, it would be impossible to 
point out any difference between the doctrine of Beryllus and that of the 
Artemonites. We must next compare what, in his Commentary on the 
Epistle of Titus, Origen says concerning the Monarcliians, which had a 
striking resemblance to the above-quoted language of Eusebius ; it has, 
however, unhappily, come down to us only in the Latin version of Iiufi- 
nus: Qui hominem dicunt Domiuum Jesum praecognitum et prmdestina- 
tum, qui ante adventum carnalein substantial iter etproprie non exstiterit, 
sed quod homo natus Patris solam in se habuerit Deitatem. True, one 
might suppose, since the others whom he describes in the second member 
of the sentence are Patripassians, (see the passages cited above, p. 295, 
note f,) that the same class of Monarchians are here meant as in the 
passages quoted above (p. 292, note J, beginning at line 7) ; but, on 
the other hand, it is to be considered that Ori gen’s words denote higher 
views of the divine element in Christ than we can attribute to the first 
class of Monarchians, and that Origen would doubtless have expressedL 
himself more strongly against these, and also that he had already spoken 
before of those who held Christ to be a mere man , and therefore would 
not have repeated it. We find in these words, then, a confirmation of 
our views. And, if it may be presumed that Beryll did not admit a 
human soul in Christ, distinct from the indwelling of the divine nature, 
I do not see why we are not warranted in connecting here with the 
report of Socrates (III. c. 7) that the synod convened against Beryll 
settled the doctrine concerning a human soul in Christ. A doctrine so 
determined always leads us to infer its opposite as the means by which 
it was distinctly brought out. And since, in the* case of Origen, his 
doctrine of the Logos was so closely connected with his doctrine concern- 
ing the human soul of Christ, it becomes so much the more probable 
that both were united also in his polemical labours. Thus we must 
reckon Beryll with those who held Christ to be* a iv rdvr* 

Orig. in Matth. T. XVI. s. 8. 
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a synod convened for the purpose of settling the matter in dis- 
pute. The great Origen, then residing at Caesarea Stratonis, 
in Palestine, was invited to be present a9 the most important 
advocate of the opposite doctrine of the Logos. He disputed 
with Beryll at great length, and, probably by his intellectual 
superiority, argumentative skill, and moderation, succeeded in 
convincing the latter of his error. True we here follow 
the account of Eusebius, one of Origen’s enthusiastic friends ; 
and, as we have not access to the documents from which 
Eusebius drew his account, we arc unable to form an unbiassed 
and independent judgment of our own. Yet we should give 
due weight to the fact that at this period, when as yet there 
was no religion nor church of the state , there existed no 
earthly power which could force Beryllus to recant ; though 
the authority of the episcopal body had great — indeed too 
great — power over the churches. But had it been the purpose 
of the bishops to crush their colleague by the weight of num- 
bers, they needed not to have called to their aid a presbyter 
who was not only an exile, but also labouring under the charge 
of heresy, and whose only power was in his knowledge. Nor 
was Origen a man who would be disposed to overwhelm 
another by the weight of his name or the superiority of his 
intellect. 

Indeed it is men of the Alexandrian school alone who fur- 
nish us the rare example of theological conferences which, 
instead of resulting in still greater divisions, lead to a union of 
feelings. Such was the influence of men who were not slaves to 
the mere letter, and w ho knew how to unite with zeal for truth 
the spirit of love and moderation. 

According to Jerome’s account,* Beryllus addressed a letter 
of thanks to Origen for the instruction he liad received from 
him. We have no reasons for doubting this ; yet the account 
of Jerome is not so much to be relied on as that of Eusebius. 

If the intermediate tendency of Beryllus was thus obliged to 
yield under the preponderance of the other system, yet we soon 
observe a similar attempt, conceived and carried out in a still 
more systematic form. Sabellius of Ptolemais, in Pentapolis 
of Africa, who proceeded still farther in the path opened out 
by Beryllus, appears to have been the most original and pro- 


* Devir. illustr. c. CO. 
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found thinker among the Monarchians. Unhappily we have 
only a few fragments of his system, from which when we 
seek to reconstruct the whole, not a little will ever remain 
doubtful or obscure. Since Schleiermacher’ s profound disserta- 
tion on this subject, the opinion has gained ground that 
Sabellius, in one respect especially, indicates an important 
advance in the development of the Monarchian theory. 
While, for instance, the early Monarchian tendencies agreed 
with the doctrinal system of the Logos in this respect, that 
they considered the name of God the Father to be a designa- 
tion of the primal divine essence, but all besides to be deriva- 
tory, Sabellius, on the other hand, referred all the three 
names of the Trinity to relations wholly coordinate. The 
names Father, Logos, * and Holy Ghost, would, according to 
him, be in like manner designations of three different phases, 
under which the one divine essence reveals itself. All the three 
were joined together in order to designate, in a manner which 
exhausted the whole truth, the relation of God to the world. 
There would thus be a general antithesis between the Abso- 
lute, the essence of God in himself, the fiovag, which must be 
regarded as the pure designation of the Absolute, of the oV ; 
and the Trinity, by which would be denoted the different rela- 
tions of the self-evolving aovag to the creation. We have, it is 
true, several sayings of Sabellius, from which one might infer 
that he distinguished God the Father, as well as the Logos and 
the Holy Ghost, from the fiovag in itself ; as, for instance, when 
he taught that the Monad unfolded became the Trinity. f 
But in other places he clearly identified the Father with the 
fiovac, and considered him as the fundamental divine subject, 
which, when hidden within himself, was the pure Monas (the 
or), and, when revealing himself, unfolded his essence to a 
Trinity, as he expressly says, “The Father remains the 

* Or, according to B&ur’s view, “ Son.” 

f 'H poms <rx*rt/v3i?r« ytyovt r^ias. Athanas. orat. IV. c. Arian. s. 13. 
We may especially advert to the fact, that the question occurred even to 
Athanasius, whether Sabellius did not distinguish the flows from the 

Father. 'Exrot u (Mi fi Xtyofiivn Xao' aurZ fAOws aX\o rt itrrt •raoa, tsk 
r’xriox. — ’'Ckrrt uwi fiovdlet, tlret xoti r aria a xeu u/ov xtu ornufiM, But as Atha- 
nasius, in this place, is only aiming to show Sabellius that, conceive of the 
matter as he might, he must still hud that he fell into absurdities, we 
ought not to lay too much stress on this imputation of consequences, in 
order to determine the doctrine really taught by him. 3 
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same, but evolves himself in the Son and Spirit.”* It is this 
only that distinguishes Sabellius from the other Monarchians 
— he received the whole Trinity, and, with the rest, the doc- 
trine of the Holy Spirit, into his Monarchian theory. 

Sabellius endeavoured to illustrate, by various comparisons, 
the way in which the one divine essence comes to be called by 
, different names, according to the different relations or modes 
of activity into which it enters. What the Apostle St. Paul 
says of the relation of the many operations and gifts to the 
one Spirit, who, abiding in his oneness, exhibits himself not- 
withstanding in these manifold forms, was by Sabellius trans- 
ferred to tlie self-evolution of the Monad into the Triad. "j" 
That which is in itself, and continues to be, one in its 
manifestation, presents itself as threefold. He seems to 
have made use of an illustration drawn from the sun in these 
words : — “ As in the sun we may distinguish its proper 
substance, J its round shape, and its power of communicating 
warmth and light, so may we distinguish in God his proper 
self-subsistent essence, the illuminating power of the Logos, 
and the power of the Holy Spirit, in diffusing the warmth and 
glow of life through the hearts of believers.”§ Adopting the 
language of the church as to “ three persons ” (tres personae, 
Tpta 7rp6au)7ra), he took it in quite a different sense — to denote 
different parts or personifications, which the one divine essence 

* ‘O *ra<r* § j£ a alrog ft. tv iffn, •rXttrvnrrou 3* tig viov xeu <**vi Zfxeu Athanas. 
orat. IV. s. 2 5. I do not see with w hat, propriety it can be asserted that 
here Athanasius has not allowed Sabellius to use his own language, but 
has imputed to him a mode of expression to which he was a stranger. 
Even when Sabellius designates the Father as one of the vr{o<rura., it by 
no means follows, as some have asserted, that he could not have employed 
this name also to designate the (totdg, The same name which designates 
the &v in itself serves also to distinguish it from the different phases of 
its self-manifestation and self-communication. In its relation to the 
other Wmlat under which God is conceived, the one which designates 
originally God’s essence in itself is also the name of a particular l«rww«, 
different from the others. When God speaks as the this too is a 
vgoffeovrev , in which he presents himself. 

t ttrus x/KMfiar e»v i/rl, to 3s otiro orvtufia, ovtu xtt) o iretrhg 

* avro'e ierri, TrXarC virai 3* tig tut t xaa vrvidfcet. Athanas. orat. IV. S. 25. 

X The ov } the ftovdg. , 

§ Epiphan. hares. 62. I leave it undetermined whether Sabellius 

made use of the illustration of the trichotomy of man’s nature — body, soul, 
aud spirit. It seems to me unlike his usual subtle manner. 
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assumed according to varying circumstances and occasions. 
According as God was to be represented acting in this or 
that particular way, so, he argued, would the same one subject 
be introduced in the sacred scriptures, under different personi- 
fications,* as Father, Son, or Spirit, f 

According to this theory, the selLdevelopment of the divine 
Essence, proceeding forth from the unity of its solitary, abso- 
lute being, is the ground and principle of the whole creation. 
The self-declaring of the Supreme Being — the ov becoming 
Logos J— is the ground of all existence. Hence, says Sabel- 

* It U plain from Sabellius’s language that this was the only sense 
that he attached to the term erqdtruirov. The word, however, has some- 
times been taken in the signification of countenance,” and in this 
sense applied to explain the ideas of Sabellius ; but I must object to this 
as arbitrary and unwarranted. 

f "E vet fiiv uvat ry uirotrraffu rev ihay, ergotrwronTcrSoit $8 v<ro rtj ; ygxipyje, 
$iot(p6ga>f, Kara, rdthlufjta Ttis ueroKti/uuivr); txdirrort vuv fjtXv ru ; vrargiKUs 

lavra , m^irfoivai tpa/vctf, oretv rovrov xxigof y rev Koocuvrov, vvv St ra j, vieu 
*gi<roueraf, vvv St rd rev rfvtv/u.xro; va'oivserSai ergetruerttov. Basil, ep. 214, S. 3. 
T i)v avrrtv varoerratrtv arges ryv ixcc errors ‘Tagi/tAcr/erroverav %ptlav (iira<rx?ift.a- 
riZ,ur§at. Ep. 235, S. 6. Toy avrdv Otov tv* rZ IvToxupivu ovru , erges rets 
bcaarort tfagxertorrovrxg x^ila; /utrafjijogtpov/uusvov, vvv fj,tv us erar'iga, vvv St u; 
vlovf vvv u; rd iyiov ervtv/Aa. haX'tyso'Bai. Ep. 210. 

X We may here notice the theory of Dr. Baur. He maintains that 
Sabellius did not consider the Logos to constitute one of the er^dauera of 
the Triad, but conceived tills notion as holding an altogether different 
relation to the Godhead. The Logos, according to Baur, would only 
denote what stood opposed to the pure being of deity in itself — the prin- 
ciple which supported and maintained this being in the form of an 
actual, concrete existence. It is first of all and only in this divine 
being, when become an actual, concrete existence, that Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost constitute three coordinate designations, exhausting the 
■whole sphere of this being, and corresponding to the three momenta, or 
periods of the universe, in its historical development. Hence, again, 
they would not subsist simultaneously, but follow one after the other ; so 
that, when the xoocruxov of the Son made its appearance in Christ, the 
vr^dtruvov of the Father, which belonged to the Old-Testament period, 
would disappear ; aud, in like manner, the Holy Spirit would take the 
place of the Son when the latter disappeared. But I cannot possibly 
admit that this ingenious combination correctly represents the theory. 
On the contrary, it would be quite contrary to the whole analogy of the 
opinions and modes of thinking in this period to suppose that the notion 
of the Logos was thought to be independent of that of the Father, and 
even prior to it. And in the language of Sabellius himself all those 
expressions relating to a ytnav, a w^a/3 ixxuv of the Logos, refer, without 
doubt, to the presupposed notion of the Father. Baur appeals, it‘ is 
true, to the words of Sabellius already cited (in note t)» where a 
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lius, “ God silent, is inactive — but speaking, is active.”* But 
especially in the human soul did he recognise a symbol 
of the divine Logos. So Philo maintained that no created, 
existence can resemble the ov, but that the soul was created 
after the image of the Logos. The condition, then, of the 
soul’s existence was, that God broke silence — the ov became 
Logos, or that he caused the Logos to proceed from him- — 
begat the Logos from himself. Hence Sabellius could say, in 
reference to mankind, “ To the end that we might be cheated, 
the Logos came forth from God (or was begotten) ; and, because 
he came forth from God, we exist.” t 

But when these souls, by sinning, swerved from their true 
destination, which was to represent the image of the divine 
Logos, it became necessary for the archetypal Logos himself 
to descend into human nature in order to realize arid perfect 
the image of God in humanity, and to redeem the souls which 
are akin to him. In his views as to the person of Christ 
Sabellius coincides with Beryllus. The remarks we made on 
the doctrine of the latter apply also to that of the former. 
It is in Christ that the Logos was first hypostatized, but only in 

hccXiyurSa/ is attributed as well to the Father, as such, as to the other 
x^o/rayra, and is represented as common to all the three x^'oam r«. But 
manifestly this hukiyurdm has no reference to the proper notion of the 
Logos. The author in that passage is treating simply of the different 
parts or personifications under which the same divine subject is intro- 
duced in the sacred scriptures, speaking sometimes as the Father, some- 
times as the Son (which here indeed is not, in the sense of Sabellius, 
identified with the Logos absolutely), and sometimes as the Holy Spirit. 
The Logos, therefore, may well be regarded as one of the three 
Again, according to the scheme of Sabellius, the transition from the 
Monad to the Triad begins with the xkuruntrSxt of the ov. But the 
xkaruvurSat is necessarily connected with the generation of the Logos. 
At this point, then, a separation into the several xfauxa must be already 
supposed. And if the notion of tbe Logos was intended to designate the 
universal sphere tp which all the three xtftuxa, belong, there would be 
an incongruity in conceiving the Logos and the Son as correlative 
notions, and in ascribing the incarnation to the Logos in particular. 

* Tav Stov triMTMvra uiv avivtpynrov. kakouvra oi irvun*. Athanas. 

amt IV. s. 11 . e 

f w Iv* ijfAUf xnr$£fA\ iv, XfotjkBiv a koyof, xeti xgotkSovres ahrou itr/u.tv. 

Athanas. orat IV. s. 25; or, A/ ytylwnrat, T£ei(Zk*$*i. L. c. s. 11. 
The words would give another sense, if we chose to understand them as 
referring to the xam *r/«f, and to the incarnation of the Logos. But 
taking them as they read, and as they are cited by Athanasius, the 
meaning ascribed to them above must be regarded as the most natural. 

VOL. II. Y 
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a transient form of manifestation. The divine power of the 
Logos appropriated to itself a human body, and begat by this 
appropriation the person of Christ. We may compare this 
theory of Sabellius with the doctrine taught by a class of 
Jewish theologians, who held that, like the sun with his rays, 
so God caused to proceed from himself and then withdrew 
again his power of manifestation, or the Logos ; in other words, 
that the Angelophanies and Theophanies of the Old Testa- 
ment are nothing else than different transitory forms of mani- 
festation of this one power of God.* In a similar manner 
Sabellius conceived of the Theophany in the manifestation of 
Christ. He made use of the same image : God caused the 
power of the Logos to go forth from him as a ray from the 
sun, and then withdrew it again into himself. 'f* 

When Sabellius expressed himself in strict accordance with 
his system he applied the name Son of God to the personality 
resulting from the liypostatiziug of the Logos.J The Logos in 
himself was only Logos ; it was upon his humanization that he 
first became the Son of God.§ But though it was the original 
doctrine of Sabellius that the term Son of God was not to be 
applied to the Logos in himself, but only to Christ, yet the 
adherents of this system (as appears from the quotations of 
Athanasius), explained themselves differently on this point. 
Either, they said, the man into whom the Logos entered, but 
not the Logos, was the Son of God ; || or, both taken together, 
that which resulted from the union of the human nature with 
the Logos was the Son of God ; % or, again, the Logos itself, 
so far as it was hypostatized in the manner described, was 

* Dial. c. Tryph, Jud. f. 358. As the light issues from and returns 
back to the sun, ovr&g o trxrrjg, orav (bovXrjreu, 'bvvxfjutv avrov vrgo9rt$£v 
nm, **t ota tv (bovkunu, Txktv dvarrikku tig txvrbv. 

f 'Of vrb hkleo <rtf*$Bu<r*v dxrivx, xx) vdkiv tig rov fjXtov oLvctfyct/uoStfav* 
Epiphan. hares. 62. 

x It was somewhat different, when (perhaps by way of accommodation 
to the church terminology), speaking of a generation of the Logos, he 
styled him the Son in a certain figurative and improper sense. 

§ *E» tlvai koyov xoekms’ art 3s ItmvBp&trtio’t, ran o/vafxeirBm 

vibv* «*£« y*£ *nt titttyxvuxg fxn si * ou via * , etkka keyav fibvov’ xou ufTto b 
kayo g iybkTOi ov» abv i rfbrtpov ovrotg o kbyog vtog ytyovt, ovx obv 

T{0r*f0v via f. Athana& orat IV. s. 22. 

|| Tin ov tyapnnv a kayos, xvrev si vtu rov vibv rov Btou^vbv 

(Mvoytvti, wed (Mi koyov, ittbv. L. C. S. 20. 

2uvtfAfUvm ct(*Qbr+pa vtog, L. C. S. 21 . 
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styled the Son of God. All these three modes of expression 
might doubtless flow out of one system/ Again : by reason 
of this connection of ideas, it might too be said, the Logos is 
called the Son of God, not in respect to essence, but only in 
reference to a certain relation.* 

It follows from the whole context of this system that in it 
the personality of Christ could not be regarded as possessed 
of an eternal subsistence, but only as a transitory manifesta- 
tion. The ultimate end of all is thus fixed by Sibellius: 
the Logos, after having conducted to perfection the souls 
created in his image, was to return to his original being, into 
oneness with the Father f — the rpiac would again resolve 
itself into the povdc.J Whence it necessarily follows, that, 
when everything has reached this ultimate end, God once 
more resumes into Himself the power of the Logos, which had 
been hypostatized into a self-subsistent, personal existence, 
and thereupon this personal existence is itself annihilated. 

The question, however, now arises, whether it was not the 
opinion of Sabellius that, after Christ had accomplished his 
work on the earth, God, upon His ascension to heaven, forth- 
with reabsorbed this ray whjch had flowed from Himself to 
constitute the personality of Christ. The manner in which 
Epiphanius represents the doctrine seems to favour this view. 
For he says that, according to this theory, after the Son had 
accomplished all that was necessary for the salvation of man- 
kind, he was carried up again to heaven, like a ray of light 
flowing from the sun and returning to it again.§ The com- 
parison of this statement with the above-mentioned doctrine 
of the Jewish sect respecting the Theophanies, where a 
similar image is employed, would seem to confirm this view. 
And we may suppose some such connection of ideas as this : 
after God had resumed into Himself the personifying power of 
the Logos, then the quickening of believers distinctly and 
individually “by the divine power in the form of the Holy 

* l z ivem9 roy x'oyoy. Athanas. orat. IV. s. 8. 

t A i* tiftag ytyivmrto, xtti /mS 1 h/uat otyar/ty;u, 7v« & imp b . L. C. 

s; 12- / X L. c. s. 25. 

§ ni^9-»»r« ro* utiv xatoy <rort, ojtrvrtg uxr/ta, xx) ipyafxfMvev ret t rxtrx 
tv rw Kofffzy ret rns oixovofjuxs rb ivayytXixnt xx) <r*ri)oixt rvv xvS{>iaro*t t 
avxXvpSttre A xfetg jig ofyxtbj if vori rtXiov trtp$$t~fxv xxrTvx, xx) m mXtv 
tit rot r,Xtov &ta%gxftovPxv. 

Y 2 



324 


DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


Spirit was to take the place of the former. When, how- 
ever, we consider that Sabellius appears to describe the 
kirlvoia of the Son of God, which the Logos had assumed, 
as something permanent, something which was to end only 
when this entire 7r\a rvapog, whereby the Monad had become 
Triad, should cease — when, i. e., the purpose which the whole 
was to subserve had been attained* — -we are disposed rather to 
conclude that his opinion was, that the person of Christ would 
only cease to exist with this final consummation. Although 
Epiphanius entertained a different opinion, yet this may have 
arisen from his not understanding exactly the true sense of 
what Sabellius had said respecting the ultimate purpose of the 
redemption. f This will explain, too, how Sabellius could join 
in the anathema pronounced on such as believed not in the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, { for he considered all the three 
7rp6(Ujj tra as continuing until that final consummation. But 
the question still arises, how, if Sabellius defined the evolution 
of the Monad to the Triad to be something which preceded 
the appearance of Christianity, he could apply this to the 
Holy Spirit, since, according to his opinion, the communication 
of the Holy Spirit is only a consequence of the redemption 
accomplished by the hypostatized Logos. But we may perhaps 
assume that he supposed a certain operation df the Holy 
Spirit even in the ante-Christian period, and particularly 
under the Old Testament dispensation ; and then we may 
perhaps ascribe to him some such connection of ideas as this : 
The ante-Christian operation of the divine Spirit holds the 
same relation to the operation of the same Spirit which is 
owing to the personal manifestation of the Son of God, or to 
that which is to be entitled the Holy Spirit in the stricter 

* T tig xpu*f <r Xt>p>$u«rfif. Athanas. orat. IV. s. 25. 

f After this statement we may understand why Dionysius of Alex- 
andria (Euseb. 1. VII. c. 6) accused Sabellius of many blasphemies 
against God the Father (for in this light such an expression as the 
expansion of the divine Monad into the Triad must have appeared to the 
Origenists), of great unbelief with regard to the incarnation of the 
Logos (inasmuch as he looked upon it only in the light of a transitory 
manifestation of the divine power), and of great insensibility («v*j*£W*) 
in respect to the Holy Spirit (because he denied his reality and objec- 
tivity, and had represents him as nothing more than single transitory 
emanations of divine power). 

t According to Arnobii conflictus cum Serapione. Bibl. patr. Lugd. 
T. VIII. 
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sense, as the operation of the Logos in itself,* under the Old 
Testament dispensation, holds to the operation of the Son of 
God under the New Testament dispensation. We may here 
refer to the remarks we lately madef concerning those who are 
said to have distinguished the Holy Spirit by which 'he 
apostles were inspired from the Spirit of God in the prophets. 
And thus the Triad of Sabellius would possess also an historical 
significancy, having some reference to the succession of events. 
At the legal stage, where a wide gulf divides God and man- 
kind, God reveals Himself as the Father. In the Old Testa- 
ment, therefore, there is found along with this the preparatory 
agency of the Logos and the Spirit, which operated until the 
Logos hypostatized himself in Christ and became the Son of 
God; and by virtue of this intimate union of God with 
humanity, the Spirit of God also becomes a real, individual, 
animating principle in the human personalities which it takes 
possession of.J 

The ultimate end, then, was considered by Sabellius to be 
the restoration of the original unity — that God, as the abso- 
lutely one, should be all in all ; in which sense, probably, he 
interpreted the words in 1 Corinth, xv. 28. But, in this case, 
what were his views respecting the continued duration of the 
separate created existences? Did he suppose that at length 
all existence, as it had been begotten from God through the 
mediation of the Logos, would at the close of this mediation 
return back into God, and that then no existence would any 
longer subsist beside Him ? Since the Christian belief of a per- 
sonal and eternal life rests on the belief in the eternal dura- 
tion of the personality of Christ, we might conclude that, as 
Sabellius made Christ’s personality to be a mere transitory 
appearance, he must have held similar views also of all per- 
sonal existence. And, in general, he who has not felt that all 
personal existence, by its very nature, can only be something 
subsisting for eternity — he w ho can make up his mind to 

* “ In the Old Testament," said Sabellius, “ no mention is made of 
the Son of God, but only of the Logos ** (pb vtftrStu l» **aA*/« 
vJov, ikkek koyeu). Athanas. orat. IV. s. 23, which perhaps would 
lead us also to presume a peculiarity in his mode of explaining passages 
in the Old Testament. 

t F* note f, and the passage there quoted from Origen’s Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to Titus. 

X See Theodoret. fab. haeret. II. c. 9. 
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regard any personal existence, and especially the most perfect 
of all, as nothing more than an ephemeral appearance, will 
soon come to conclude the same of all personal existence. 
The pantheistic element which lies under such a mode of 
apprehension may easily push him further. Athanasius * saw 
that these consequences would follow from the system of 
Sabellius. But as Athanasius himself, though the warm 
Opponent of this system, only signalizes this as a consequence 
flowing from it, and does not by any means charge it upon 
Sabellius as a position actually maintained by him, we should 
be far less warranted in ascribing to him such a pantheistic 
denial of immortality, which assuredly would liave been 
severely reproved by his Christian contemporaries. However, 
this, the first shaping of Monarehianism, which was at least in 
some degree akin to the pantheistic tendency, remains at all 
events a noticeable historical phenomenon. 

It is true we need no outward cause to account for the 
origin of such a system, springing as it did from a mind so 
speculative as we must suppose that of Sabellius to have been. 
But since this system presents so many points of resemblance 
to the Alexandrian- Jewish theology, the statement of Epipha- 
nius that Sabellius borrowed his system from an apocryphal 
gospel derived from the same locality (the tvayyiXtov tear 
Alyi/Trriowct) deserves examination. 

In this gospel Christ is said to have communicated to his 
disciples, as a doctrine of esoteric wisdom, some similar 
notions on the relation of the Monad to the Triad : — ‘ ‘ If the 
multitude, who cannot rise to the conception of the highest, 
simple unity, hold God the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost to be different divine beings, they should be taught, on 
the other hand, that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are but one , 
being only three different forms of manifestation of the same 
divine essence.”:): Moreover, the doctrine akin to the pantheistic 

* E i Vv* rif&us xn<r§vpiv f « Xoyef, xott <rgosX&ovrog avrov Ic/ubiv, 

ttXov on ava%u^o vvrot avrov tig r»v trartea, evxtr/ Wop iS*. Atbanas. orat. 
IV. 6. 25. TlaXivipopovvref rov Xeyev, ol% vrd^tj ti ariertf. L. C. S. 25. 

f Exhibition of, the gospel history according to the Egyptian (the 
Alexandrian) tradition. 

J^Epiphan. hares. 62. Concerning this gospel : ’E*> air* **xx* 
romvra ** l» pvrrtipoolvf tx v^wurou rov rurnpn (Lvatpwraj, us 

avrov inXovvrot rt7s paSnreus, rov avrov ttvat xari^a, to v avrov uveu vlev, 
riv avrov tivai SLyiov Tvitipa. For explanation we may refer to the 
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element of Sabellianisoi, viz* that all contrarieties will be finally 
resolved into unity, seems to have been set forth in this 
gospel; for to the question of Salomie, when his kingdom 
should come, Christ replies, “ When two shall be one, and the 
outer as the inner, and the male with the female ; when there 
shall be no male and no female.” 

Soon after Sabellius we see Monarcliianism Tevived in 
an opposite form by Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch. 
With the single exception tliat he admitted the doctrine of the 
Logos, though modified in accordance with his own system, 
he had little or nothing peculiar to distinguish him from the 
Artemonites, with whom indeed he was usually compared 
by ancient writers.* But it is worth while to notice the 
contrast which these two forms of Monarchianism (resulting 
out of the evolution of the doctrine of the Trinity in this 
period) present to each other, not only in respect to their pecu- 
liar mode of apprehending the doctrine concerning Christ, but 
also to the whole intellectual tendency on which they' were 
severally founded. While in Sabellianism the human and 
personal element in Christ was made simply a transitory form 
of the manifestation of the Divine, the theory of Paul of 
Samosata, on the other hand, insists chiefly on the human 
personality of Christ, while it regards the Divine only as 
something which supervenes from without. Sabellianism indeed 

passage in Philo, de Abrahamo, f. 367, where it is said that the «V, from 
which proceed the two highest Iwit/uus, the cra/ur/**, and the ^amXtxn, 
appears as one or as threefold according to the different positions at 
which the souls that are more or less purified stand. If the soul lias 
risen above the revelation of God in the creation, to the -intellectual 
intuition of the ov, then for that soul the Trinity rises to Unity — the soul 
beholds one light, from which proceed, as it were, two shadows ; it sees 
God’s essence, and also those two inodes of operation (merely shadows) 
which fall off from his transcendent light. Tg<<n>v <parra<riav \vot ixroxit- 
I utpov xarctXa/xficivu, rev jutv u; ovre;, ro7v uXXew %ve7v, u( ecv deretwyaZ 9 " 
fiivm dero revrov trxiuv. Next : ry cgurixy ha»e/at rors fMv i yog, 

ran Bs rgiuv Qstvreuriety ; 1 veg ptiv, ereev aixgug xx§up$h7tret fi KUt t** 1 

ficvev ret <rXv §> j rZv d^B^uMV dXXa xaX rnv yi/rovet ftevetiag ivetiet v<rtfi&Mttet 
xrX. There is also a striking resemblance between Sabellius’ moita of 
expression and that which belongs to the Clementines, a work which 
proceeded from some Je wish-Ch ristian Theosophist. Clementin. H. 16, 
C. 12: Kara yet (? exrettrtv xct) ffvtrroXnv t] fjuevetg duds uvxt vo/iM%irtti. 

* Baur, who attacks me on account of this assertion, contributes, 
however, by his own representation of the matter, which he interposes 
apart from his own remarks, to confirm the same view. 
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tended towards a Pantheism which confounded God with the 
world, but in the theory of Paul we discern a deistic tendency 
which fixes an impassable gulf betwixt God and the creation — 
whjch admits of no community of essence and of life between 
God and humanity. 

The Logos — so Paul of Samosata taught — is in God nothing 
else than reason in man,* — the Spirit in relation to God is sim- 
ply what the spirit is in relation to men. As he controverted 
the doctrine of a personal Logos, so too he declared himself 
opposed to the theory of an incarnation of the Logos, of 
an indwelling of its essence in human nature. He would only 
concede that the divine reason or wisdom dwelt and operated 
in Christ in such manner as it did in no one else.f To 
the way in which Christ developed himself, as man, under the 
divine influence, J is to be attributed the fact that he outshone 
in wisdom all other messengers of God that preceded him. 
He is to be styled the Son of God simply because he was, in a 
sense in which no other prophet before him had been, an 
organ of the divine wisdom which revealed itself through him. 
Paul of Samosata is said to have employed the expression, 
“ Jesus Christ, who comes from below ” (T rjoovc Xpioroc 
KCLTwSev), in order to indicate that the Logos did not assume a 
human body, but that Christ, as man, had been deemed worthy 
of being exalted to this peculiar union with God by means of 
such an illumination from the divine reason ; § as, indeed, for 
the same reason, Paul affirmed that the divine Logos, having 
come down and imparted his influence to Christ, rose again to 
the Father. || Although by this theory Christ was regarded as 
a mere man, yet Paul, adopting the phraseology of scripture 

* *'n<r<ri£ iv etvSgtoTav xetfiif e Hits Xoyos. Epiphanius, h seres. 67. 

f*'Eveix nnu iv etvrf rbv troQtav, uc iv euhvt etXXcu. He taught oh ovyyi- 
yivncSeu ri rrjv trolls.* ev<nu$uf, dXkec, xa.ro. vroicrtjret. Paul’s 

words, as cited in Leontius Byzantin. c. Nest et Eutycben; which work, 
All lately, had been known only in the Latin translation ; but the frag- 
ment of Paul, in the original Greek, has been published from the 
manuscript in the Bodleian library at Oxford, in Erlich's Dissertation, 
de erroribus Pauli Samosat. Lips. 1745, p. 23. 

x I agree with Baur on this point, viz. that there is no satisfactory 
evidence for supposing that Paul of Samosata denied the supernatural 
birth of Christ. 

I § See the synodal letter in Euseb. 1. VII. c. 30. 

|J ’Ex9*v e Xoyt ivnpyvm **i ftevov xa) dtfaift ^eg rev Target, n 
Epipbanius. 



PAUL OF SAMOSATA. 




and the church, seems to have called him God in some impro- 
per sense, not exactly defined. However, he here employed the 
antithesis that Christ was not God by his nature, but became 
so by progressive development.* If his language was strictly 
consistent with his system, he certainly referred the name Sop of 
God to Christ alone — the man thus preeminently distinguished 
by God ; and he therefore invariably and strongly maintained 
that Christ, as such, did not exist before His nativity ; that, when 
a being with God before all time is ascribed to Him, this must 
be understood as relating only to an ideal existence in the 
divine reason — in the divine predestination. t Hence, when 
his opponents, judging from the connection of ideas in their 
own mind rather than in his, accused him of supposing two Sons 
of God, he could confidently reply that he knew only of one 
Son of God. f It is possible, however, that, when it was for his 
interest to accommodate himself to the terminology of the 

* So Athanasius (de Synodis, c. 4) represents the doctrine of the 
Samosatians concerning Christ: ‘Ttrt^ov etvrov fttret rw ivav^Mtntnv ix 
tr^oiceTt r&tox'oMtrSxt etvrov. These words might, indeed, be understood 
to mean that Christ first raised himself to the divine dignity through 
the moral perfection which he had attained by his own human efforts. 
But if this were his opinion, he would doubtless have said, as the 
Socinians afterwards did, that Christ raised himself, by what he had 
accomplished in his life on earth, to such divine dignity, in virtue of his 
glorification. But, in all the other citations from him, we find no 
evidence of such a separation made by Paid between that which Christ 
was originally and that which he became by his own efforts and his own 
doings. In the system of Sabellius, what Christ was, over and above all 
other men, is, in fact, traced to the very circumstance that he stood from 
the beginning under the special influence of the divine reason or wisdom. 
The rfOKeerri forms here simply the antithesis to the xurk <pv*tv — to the 
clvuStv answers the xaruStv — and so, accommodating himself to the 
church phraseology, he is reported to have said, &iot U rnt waflivov, 
Stee ix, Athanas. c. Apollinar. l. II. s. 3. 

f In the synodal letter to Paul of Samosata, published by Turrian 
(cited in Mansi, Concil. I. f. 1034)— the only credible document among 
those made known hy him relating to these transactions — this opposite 
thesis is 6et up, viz. that the Son of God existed -r^o aluvm ei r^oyvutu 
*kk* outlet xcti vorotratu : from this we may infer, then, that Paul taught 
the contrary : T bv vlov rov &iov obx borotratu dkkot ergoyvuffu xrk. This 
is confirmed also by the representation of Athanasius, who says of Paul's 
doctrine concerning Christ, Aoyov ivt^ycv *| ebgavov xcti totplav tv oturtf 
ijtokeyu, rtf fttv Tpoogto-ftov too aluvm ovra, rn $» v*a$>tt ix ava&ftr ava- 

fo/%&lvret* c. Apollinar. 1. II. s. 3. 

J M»j iuo iTiffrxerSui vlous . Leont. Byzant. 
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church, he also employed the expression of a generation o 
the Logos, but in a sense of his own, and understanding by it 
nothing but the procession of the Logos to a certain outward 
activity — the beginning of its creative agency — what was 
usually designated by the phrase \6yog npofiopucoQ.* 

Of this man’s character, the bishops and clergy, who com- 
posed the synod that condemned his doctrines, give a very 
unfavourable account. | They describe him as haughty, vain- 
glorious, and self-seeking — a man that eagerly entered into 
secular matters. It is true the accusations of polemical op- 
ponents, especially opponents so passionate as these were, are 
entitled to little confidence ; but in the present case they con- 
tain too much of a specific character to be supposed to have 
been wholly without foundation ; and unhappily the picture 
accords but too well with what we otherwise learn respecting 
the bishops of the large towns (Antioch, for instance, the 
great capital of Roman Asia in the East). J These districts 
were at this time governed by Zenobia ,§ Queen of Palmyra, 
who is said to have been friendly to Judaism. || Paul is 
accused of having sought to present the doctrine concerning 

* This is made probable by the opposite thesis in the before-cited 
Synodal letter : Aia roZ Xoyov o TBtrv\p <rav<ra vri'rttnx.iv, $vx 3/’ opyavev, 
ut Si* lanvrypjbr); ctwTetrrctrou, ytywncavreg /u-tv roZ trtzrobg rev vlbv ut g 
i u^yuoLv nut i vu*offrurov. From this it may be inferred that Paul 
had Spoken of a irei pin, irnmbfi*} «yvtr<Wan;, and by the ytrvtto-if of the 
Xoyet understood nothing else than an i vteyita uworettrarog of God as the 
Creator. From ‘this, however, it does not certainly follow that he 
himself made use of the expression yinwrtg. 
f Euseb. 1. VII. c. 30. 

X See what Origen says in Matth. f. 420, ed. Huet., or vol. IV. T. 
XVI. 8, p. 24, ed. Loram. : <f We, who either do not understand what 
the teaching of Jesus here means, or who despise these express admo- 
nitions of our Saviour himself — we proceed so far in the affectation of 
pomp and state as to outdo even bad rulers among the pagans, and, like 
the emperors, surround ourselves with a guard, that we may be feared 
and made difficult of approach, especially by the poor. And in many of 
opr 60 -called churches, particularly in the larger towns, may be found 
rulers of the church of God who would refuse to own as their equals 
even the best among the disciples of Jesus while on earth. MnhfJav 
treXeyrav inrffcevras en rut) roTg rtaXklrrug ray ’lntroZ /uaStprant, 

tJyeti irgof avrevg. 

J Married to the Roman commander Odenatus, who had made himself 
ependent of the Roman empire. 

II ’lavWa fiv Z>jvc/b«, xet* TLauXov tpei&rn rev Sap urartvf. Athanas. 

hist. Ariauor. ad Monachos. s. 71. 
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Christ in a dress acceptable to Jewish modes of thinking, 
expressly with a view to gain favour with this princess. But 
there is no evidence in support of this charge; the fact 
requires no such explanation ; and the constancy with which 
Paul adhered to his convictions, even after political circum- 
stances were changed, suffices to vindicate him from such 
an imputation. It is more probable that his intercourse with 
Jews about the person of the queen, with whom, as one of her 
court, Paul stood in high consideration, may have had* some 
influence in giving this turn to his doctrinal opinions — though 
we are under no necessity of supposing even this. His pecu- 
liar doctrinal opinions may, too, have contributed to procure 
him the favour of the queen. He did, however, employ his con- 
nection with this powerful patroness to his secular advance- 
ment, and to surround himself with the affairs and honours 
of the state. In direct opposition to ecclesiastical rules which 
had already been publicly expressed, at least in the Western 
church (see above), he held a secular office highly incompa- 
tible with the vocation of a bishop.* At Antioch the profane 
custom of showing approval of popular preachers, by the 
waving of hand kerchiefs, exclamations of applause, and the 
clapping of hands, seems already to have passed from the theatre 
and rhetorical schools to the church — a practice which put 
church-teachers on the same level with actors and declaimers. 
The vain-minded Paul was delighted with all this ; but the 
bishops, his accusers, saw clearly how contrary it was to the 
decency and order becoming the house of God. The church 
hymns, which had been in use ever since the second century, 
he banished as an innovation ; proceeding probably on the 
principle, which at a later period was also advanced by others, 
that nothing ought to be sung in the church but pieces taken 
from Holy Scripture. In all probability he ordered that, in 
place of those church hymns, Psalms only should be used. 
There is no good reason for the conjecture that Paul did this 
merely with the view of .flattering his Jewish patroness, 

* The office of Ducenarius procurator (not to be confounded with the 
Ducenarius judex), so called because the pay amounted to 200 sestertia. 
See Sueton. Claudius, c. 24 ; Cyprian, ep. 68. It is possible that he 
was already in possession of this office when elected bishop; in this case 
the bishops would accuse themselves for tolerating such an infraction of 
the ecclesiastical laws. 
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Zenobia. It is more probable that, well knowing how deep 
an impression those hymns of the church made on the minds 
of the hearers, he hoped, together with those ancient songs of 
praise to Christ, to expel also from the hearts of men the 
sentiments they enforced. When we are told that the man 
who so carefully weighed every expression which was applied 
to Christ delighted in the incense of extravagant flattery, which, 
under the form of odes and declamations, even in holy places, 
was heaped on himself, and in being called, in the swollen, 
rhetorical language of the times, an angel come down 'from 
heaven, we are not indeed to give implicit faith to such stories 
from the mouths of heated opponents ; still we have no reason 
whatever to reject them as wholly false. 

It seems to have been the design of Paul of Samosata 
gradually to insinuate his peculiar views of Christ into the 
minds of his flock. To this end the change which he 
introduced with regard to the use of church hymns was 
intended to contribute ; and, as we have seen, he contrived 
in some instances to give his own meaning to the ter- 
minology of the church. This may have made it diffi- 
cult to convict him of erroneous doctrine ; and it was not 
till after many unsuccessful disputations that, at a synod 
convened in 269, the ^presbyter Malchion , an expert dialec- 
tician, at last succeeded in bringing him to an open avowal 
of his opinions.* He was thereupon deposed, and his bishop- 
ric conferred on another ; but as he still had a party in his 
favour, and was moreover patronized by Zenobia, it was im- 
possible to carry the decree into execution until the year 
272, when Zenobia was conquered by the emperor Aurelian. 
The latter referred the matter to the decision of the Homan 
bishop.f 

But while, in the Eastern church, the struggle with this 
Monarchian tendency, which gave an undue prominence to 
the unity in the Trinity, had the effect of causing the distinc- 
tions and gradations within it to be more precisely marked, 
and the system of subordination, which had been reduced by 

* From Eusebius* expressions, although Theodoret, to whom perhaps 
they appeared offensive, explained them otherwise, we must infer that 
this ecclesiastic, too, exercised a profession not wholly befitting his spi- 
ritual calling, that of a rhetorician . 

f See vol. I. p. 196. 
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Origen into a settled form, was more decidedly pronounced, a 
very different relation was gradually working itself into shape 
in the Western church, which we will now more closely consider. 

How differently the same Christian truth may shape itself 
to the apprehension of minds which have been differently 
trained, is seen by comparing Origen with Tertullian. To 
Tertullian, accustomed and familiarized to material notions of 
the divine essence, the same difficulties would not present 
themselves on this head as those which worked on the philo 
sophical mind of Origen. He, by the aid of his material 
notions of emanation, could clearly conceive how the Godhead 
might cause to proceed from its own essence a being possessed 
of the same substance, only in an inferior degree, and stand- 
ing in the same relation to the former as a ray of light to the 
sun. He j asserted, therefore, the doctrine of one divine Es- 
sence, shared in a certain gradation by three persons most 
intimately connected.* 

The Son, so far as it concerns the divine essence, is not 
numerically distinct from the Father ; the same essence of 
God being also in the Son ; but he differs in degree, being a 
smaller portion of the common mass of the divine esse nee. j 
Thus the prevailing view in the Western church came to be 
this : one divine essence in the Father and Son ; but, at the 
same time, a subordination in the relation of the Son to the 
Father. Here were conflicting elements. The process of 
development must decide which of the two should gain the 
preponderance. This, then, constituted the difference between 
the two churches : — that while, in the Eastern church, the 
prominence given to the distinctions in the Trinity did not 
leave room for the consciousness of the unity, in the Western 
church, on the other hand, the unity of essence, once decidedly 
expressed, caused the element of subordination to retire more 
and more into the background. 

Thus, from a difference in the process of the development 
of doctrine in the two churches, an opposition of views naturally 
arose on this subject ; as we see in the case of the above-men- 
tioned council at Antioch, in 269, which, in the heat of the 
polemical opposition to Monarchianism, was led to condemn 
the expression “ bpoovmov” answering to the doctrinal 

* Una substantia in tribus cohserentibus. 

f Deus de deo, modulo alter, non numero. Adv. Praxeam. 
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formula of the West, u una substantia.” * * * § And we also see, 
in another noticeable phenomenon, a premonitory symptom of 
those doctrinal controversies which, in the fourth century, 
sprang out of the opposition thus prepared between the two 
churches.t 

The doctrine of Sabellius, and his mode of interpreting the 
phraseology of the church, in accordance with his own system, 
having crept in among the bishops of his province, Dionysius, 
bishop of Alexandria, felt it incumbent on him, since the whole 
of that diocese fell under his supervision, to issue a pastoral 
letter in condemnation of these spreading tenets. if The oppo- 
sition into which he was thus brought with the Sabellian 
denial of the hypostases led him to express the distinction of 
hypostases, and consequently also the doctrine of subordination, 
in a more unqualified manner than he would otherwise have 
done. He made use of several expressions which afterwards 
Arianism was able to fall back upon. He strongly insisted on 
the position that the Son of God had His existence by the 
will of the Father ; he styled the Son, in relation to the latter, 
a 7r oLijfjia, and employed many striking comparisons with a 
view to mark His subordinate relation to the Father. He is 
reported to have made use of expressions, for the purpose of 
affirming with emphasis that the Son received His existence 
from the Father, which afterwards became favourite mottos of 
Arianism ; as, for example, that He did not exist before He 
was begotten ; there was a moment when He did not as yet 
exist.§ He also declared himself opposed to the Homoousion. 

* See, e. g., Athanas. de Synod, s. 43 ; Hilar, de Synod, s. 86. 

t As this admits of a natural explanation from the system of doctrines 
held in the Alexandrian school, and a6 moreover the reasons urged by 
the council against this expression of the church’s answer perfectly to 
this 6y6tem, the account is for these reasons, if there were no other, ren- 
dered probable. The Arians, from whom we receive the account, are, 
it is true, suspicions witnesses on such a point, but the fact that their 
warm opponents, Athanasius, Hilarius of Poitiers, and Basilius of Ceesa- 
rea, quote the same account from their mouth, without contradicting it, 
may be considered as a confirmation of its truth. 

% The letter to Ammonius and Euphranor, of which fragments have 
been preserved in Athanasius’ work on the doctrines of Dionysius. 

§ Athanas. de sententia Dionysii, s. 14. For the purpose of giving, 
strong emphasis to the a*< he is reported to have said, Olx % 

aXX' 5* <r«ri tv% *vx ?>*. Being a disciple of Origen, he may 
have expressed himself in the latter way, to mark perhaps a beginning 
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Certain individuals, to whom these expressions of Dionysius 
appeared a disparagement of the divine dignity- of Christ, laid 
their complaints before Dionysius, bishop of Rome ; and the 
latter was thereby led to compose a work,* wherein he opposed 
to the different tendencies of the Eastern church that system 
of the unity of essence which had become* already matured* in 
the Western church, and from which every trace of subordina- 
tion had been almost obliterated.')' Besides the Sabellian, he 
attacks two other tendencies. He says that he had heard that 
many among their teachers } had fallen into an error directly 
apposed to that of Sabellianism, viz. Tritheism ;§ that they had 
separated the hotauaity into three hypostases, totally alien and 
totally separated%om one another. Yet we can hardly re- 
concile it with the general shape of Christian thought and 
speculation among the Orientals to suppose that those teachers 
did really assume the existence of three essences, equally with- 
out beginning, and standing in no relation of dependence on 
each other. Here assuredly the Roman bishop has but fol- 
lowed the reports of others, who so interpreted the explanations 
of those teachers. It is probable that, while in their conflict 
with Sabellianism they only cared to mark broadly and strongly 
the distinction of the hypostases, they may have so expressed 
themselves as to furnish some colour for those complaints. 
The third among the erroneous views censured by the Roman 
Dionysius was precisely that very one which regarded the Son 
of God as a creature, and assigned a beginning to his exist- 
ence — the error which some were disposed to ascribe to Diony- 


of existence, but no beginning in time. But, in truth, it is impossible, 
since Dionysius’ work has not been preserved entire, to determine with 
any degree of certainty what his language really was, so as to distin- 
guish what he actually did say from the conclusions which men thought 
proper to draw from his 1 words. 

* ’Avarpovri, fragments of which work have been preserved in 
Athanasius’ book on the decrees of the Council of Nice. 

t We still perceive, however, some remains of the old system of 
subordination, when the Father, as the a-gxn, the God of the universe, is 
styled absolutely the Almighty. Tfa reiofia, %U '(*», *‘f *»?*>&* 

mm*) fov Sho* tUm ok amt rev orxyrexpeire^a. ffvytc iQet keuevr&xi xett ffuvxr 

ytrS-mt j. Athanas. de decretis synod! Nicenae, s. 26. 

t His Words are, 1. C. : TliTuTfixt then rivet t riv vuuv KQtrn^evvrmv 
xa) 'hibctexovrm rn 3 tier keyov returns i^nynretf rns <p£ovnru*f» 

§ 03 xarm Mrmttvrcu rn yw/xn* 
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sius of Alexandria. Now, had the latter clung pertinaciously 
to the opposite views which on this subject really did exist 
between himself and the Roman Dionysius, had he given still 
greater distinctness and prominence to the differences between 
his own and the Roman form of doctrine, and set himself to 
defend them, the signal would have been given for a contro- 
versy which might have terminated in a separation of the two 
churches. 

But Dionysius demeaned himself according to that spirit, so 
superior to dogmatic narrowness, which had descended to him 
from his great master Origen. The common groundwork of 
the Christian faith was with him of mom value than any 
subordinate differences of opinion ; he wasnftiore anxious to 
preserve alive a consciousness of unity than to give prominence 
to the dividing points of opposition. Without manifesting 
any resentment to his accusers, who had resorted to a foreign 
bishop, and one so eager to obtrude himself as a judge in the 
concerns of other churches ; without being ruffled even by 
that bishop himself, who seems to have spoken in the tone of a 
judge rather than of a colleague, he endeavoured, with calm- 
ness and prudence, and without denying his own convictions, 
so to explain the offensive propositions (by pointing out their 
connection with his whole system) as to remove all scruples 
against them, even from those who adopted the principles of 
the Roman church. He expounded, in the manner of Origen, 
the notion of the eternal generation of the Logos. He was 
even willing to tolerate the term o/ioouow , so far as it was 
employed to denote simply the relationship of essence between 
the Son of God and the Father, and to distinguish him from 
all created beings ; though he had to object to it, that it was a 
term not hitherto sanctioned by ecclesiastical use, and nowhere 
to be found in the holy scriptures — objections of little weight, 
we must allow, against a dogmatic term, since the changes 
arising from the progressive development of the dogmatic 
spirit generally, and the new errors which would impede it, 
may render necessary new expressions ; and since, in such 
cases, all that is really important is to see that the notion 
which the dogmatic term is to convey is itself clearly deducible 
from the scripture doctrine. By this self-denying moderation 
of Dionysius the dispute was brought to an end, and a schism 
avoided which might have rent the bonds of Christian fellow- 
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ship.* It is true this merely practical union had no power 
of enduring influence. The oppositions which had once made 
their appearance in the process of doctrinal development must 
assert again their rights within the sphere of thought, and 
continually strive towards their reconciliation in a higher 
unity. 

In the doctrine concerning the Holy Spirit , the want of 
correspondence between what was contained in the Christian 
consciousness and its tiotional expression strongly manifested 
itself. In the first youthful age of the church, when the 
power of the Holy Spirit made itself to be so mightily felt as 
a new, creative, tjjpansforming principle of life, it was still very 
far from being the case that the consciousness of this Spirit, 
as one identical with the essence of God,' had been thoroughly 
and distinctly impressed on the understanding. 

If we except the Monarchians and Lactantius ,f men were 
generally agreed in holding the personality of the Holy Ghost. 
The conception of his reality and objective essentiality coin- 
cided in the Christian thought with the conception of his 
personal, self-subsistent existence. But the logical consist- 
ency of their system of subordination in the doctrine of the 
Logos compelled the church fathers to conceive of the Holy 
Spirit as subordinate to the Father and the Son ; the first 
of the beings produced by the Father through the Son ; — 
and we shall recognise the influence of this tendency of 
thought subsisting in the Eastern church as late as towards 
the end of the fourth century. When, on the one hand, 
men felt themselves constrained, by the demands of the Chris- 
tian consciousness and of Scripture, to recognise in the Holy 
Spirit something beyond a created existence, to bring him into 
nearer relation to the Son of God, and assign him a place in 
the Trinity — and were driven, on the other hand, by the logical 
consistency of the theory of subordination, to represent him as 
the first being created by the Logos, through wliom God 

* See the fragments of the second letter to the bishop Dionysius, 
under the title, "EXiy^of xa) x<rokoy!a, in Athanasius de sententia Dio- 
nysii. 

f Who is supposed to have explained the Holy Spirit as the sanctify- 
ing energy of the Father and of the Sou, eum vel ad Patrem referri ve 
ad Filium ; et sanctificationem utriusque persona? sub ejus nomine do 
monstrari. Vid. Hieronym. ep. 41. ad Pamach. et Oceanum. 

VOL. II. Z 
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called all things into existence — many contradictions arose in 
the theory proceeding from such different assumptions, and 
led to further efforts to place the doctrine in its right shape. 
Thus, in Justin Martyr especially, we observe a wavering of 
this sort, between the idea of the Holy Ghost, as one of the 
members of the Trinity, and a spirit standing in some re- 
lationship with the angels.* In Origen, also, we observe 

* The reasons which have been urged by Roman Catholic and Pro- 
testant theologians against my exposition of Justin's expressions respect- 
ing the Holy Spirit are insufficient to make me abandon it. See the 
literature on this dispute in a monography on Justin, by Semisch, II. p. 
318, which is remarkable for its completeness ftfd solidity. The at- 
tempt has been made to show that Justin’-s notions of the essence of the 
angels and of creatures generally were irreconcilable with that view ; 
this objection, however, is met by our remarks in the text. Contradic- 
tory assertions ought not to be considered anything strange at this 
stage of the development of doctrine : unless we are willing to go back 
to old doctrinal prejudices, and to overlook once more the essential cha- 
racter of the process of historical development (the besetting sin of a 
certain narrow and narrowing church tendency, of which, however, I 
cannot accuse many of my opponents), they must appear rather as a 
matter of course. On the same grounds I must protest against what 
Herr Diaconns Semisch alleges as evidence against the truth of my view 
of the matter, where he says, “ No representation certainly clashes so 
much as this with the scriptural position and the common feeling of the 
ancient church.” Hut as concerns the scriptural position, we have 
nothing to do with that question here. The unevolved elements of the 
divine Word must, in its process of development for the human mind, 
go through manifold intermediate forms. The position taken by Justin 
constitutes one among these historically conditioned, intermediate forms. 
And as respects the common Christian feeling, we do, in truth, recognise 
such a common feeling, by which the church in all ages is knit together ; 
but this common feeling did not at once find its corresponding expression 
in the forms evolved by the understanding. Of the two passages from 
Justin which we are concerned with at present, one is where Justin, in 
confronting the charge of xSiorm, enumerates the objects of religious 
worship among the Christians ; Apol. II. f. 56 : f E xuvov n *«,) rov • rag* 
avrau vtov IxStfvr* x«) 3i3«e|«vra hpa; ravret xet/ rov ruv oLXXuv \<xofiiva>v 
xai {t«fMitv/u.ivuv ayxSwv ayytXav yr*a<rev, ’xnvfiti <r* ro *(>o(pt}riKov mfio • 
fjoiSec xoti or^orxt/vovfnv. Now Semisch affirms that it is contrary to the 
laws of language and of logic to refer the word eixxuv to that which 
follows after. Hut the simple question is, whether, in a writer like 
Justin, such an instance of negligence in style may not well be sup- 
posed. Even if, with Semisch, we take the passage in this way, and 
suppose that under the term IlXXm Justin had in mind Christ, and 
understood the word ayytXos at one and the same time in the more 
general sense (of a messenger of God) and the more limited one (of 
angel) — this assuredly would be as harsh a construction as the former. 
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the two elements coming together, — the sound Christian view, 
producing itself out of the immediate unevolved elements of 
the Christian consciousness, and the speculative view, standing 
in no sort of relation to it. On the one hand, he considers the 
Holy Spirit as the substance of all the gracious gifts proceed- 
ing from God, communicated through Christ,* the, source of 
sanctification to believers ; and then he describes him, notwith- 
standing, as only the first-begotten of the Father through the 
Son, to whom not only being, but also wisdom and holiness, is 
first communicated by the Son ; dependent on him in all these 
relations, t 

It is besides worthy of notice that, in the dispute with the , 
Monarchians, the doctrine concerning the Holy Spirit was 
not touched upon at all — a proof how little men had busied 
themselves as yet with the more accurate determination of 
this doctrine — how very unimportant it appeared, compared 
with the doctrine concerning the Logos. It was quite in 
keeping with the mental bent of the Patripassianists to refer 
everything to the undivided God, the Father in Christ ; and 
to consider the Holy Spirit simply as Ilis operation. But 
when the doctrine of the Holy Spirit assumed the important 
place which it did in the matured system of Montanism, the 
disputes w r ith its adherents led naturally to more accurate 
investigations of this doctrine. Thus we know that Clement 

and one not admissible in the case of any other writer. However, in 
whatever way the word a'uav may be explained — a circumstance by no 
means decisive as to the whole meaning of the passage — it still remains 
the easiest and best way to account for what we find here associated 
together, by looking to the connection which existed between the 
writer’s notions of the Holy Spirit and of the angels. But in no case 
can I concede to Hr. Semisch that by the angel of God, die power sent 
by Christ for our assistance (Dial. c. Tryph. f. 344), Justin could have 
understood anything else than the Holy Spirit. The reference to the 
passage in the 3rd of Zechariah has nothing to do with the question here ; 
but, if it had, it would be rather in favour of, than against, this inter- 
pretation. If we pay any regard to Justin’s peculiar style of doctrinal 
language, it is quite impossible to understand this term as referring 
merely to the moral power bestowed by Christ. 

* Ya.»» ruv xcc^ffftaruv, ivigyovftivn doro rot 7 Stov, hetxtvouptvn b*o rou 
X^ttrrov. In Joann. T. II. s. 6. 

t ***** to oiytov Tvwuet, dutxoveuvrot avrov rtj t/Torrxru f ou 

fjjovov us to uveu, aXA .« xtti ffotyov uvat xa.t Xoytxov xeti hixxiov xai Tav 
ortroTovy wb uvro vouv rvyxxyuv xxrec fttroxfa tuv sr^ou^nfttvm Xgvrov 
t Ttvoia/v. L. C. 

z 2 
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of Alexandria (in whose extant writings, however, no specula- 
tive determination of this point is to be found) intended, in a 
work on prophecy (7 repl Trpo^rriae) which was connected 
with his dispute with the Montanists, to enter into a fuller 
development of the doctrine concerning the Holy Spirit.* 
Thus Sabellius was the first who received into his Monarchian 
scheme the notion also of the Holy Spirit. In this dogma, 
too, we see the element of the subordination theory more and 
more overcome by the conception of the one substance which 
was matured in the Western church, as we especially see in 
the letter of Dionysius bishop of Home to Dionysius bishop 
of Alexandria already given. f 

From the doctrine concerning God (theology in the stricter 
sense of the word) we pass to the doctrine concerning human 
nature (Anthropology) — the ‘two doctrines being in their 
peculiar Christian acceptation, most intimately connected ; 
both deriving their peculiar Christian significancy from their 
particular relation to the doctrine of redemption — the central 
fact of Christianity. From the doctrine of God’s holiness 
proceeded a conception of sin entirely different, from that pre- 
sented in the mode of thinking of the ancient world ; and this 
of itself had the greatest influence 011 Anthropology. 

Again, the redemption, in which all mankind is destined 
to participate, on the one hand presupposes in all men a need 
for it — the feeling of their own moral insufficiency, of the 
inner discord in their own hearts, the sin and guilt which 
separate them from God ; and, on the other hand, the consci- 
ousness of a recipiency for the redemption, as a quality pos- 
sessed by human nature in general, by virtue of which the 
redemption may find a point of union in the soul’s free act of 
self-determination. Both are intimately connected ; for it is 
out of the recipiency that the want develops itself, and the 
want without the recipiency would be a lie in nature. The 
very consciousness of sin and guilt, which answers to the need 
of redemption, too, presupposes a something akin to God, ele- 

* The Holy Spirit, as something above nature, supervening to the 
original faculties of the soul : 'H pits /u.h ru mmcrtuxon 'rgorivnirvutrSeu 
re elytov TvtvfAit Qetp iv,— iXA.' us f. u^es 9sav Iv ixnffru npuuv ro crvivjtia' 
o\uv M fl 3/av^wj aurtT xou on arerl im ro aytov Tvivfix, sv reTs mot ^o~ 
<pnruttf xett ertfii tipT*. Strom. 1. V. f. 591 ; 1. IV. *f. 511* . 

f *E /*<ptXoxu£t~v UhxtrarSott ro elytov orviupet, De decretis 

Synodi Nicen®, s. 25. 
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vated above natural necessity, something of the essence of a 
free self-determination of the spirit, without which sin and 
guilt can liave no existence. On both these sides the general 
ideas of the ancient world were opposed to Christianity. On 
the one side was a moral self-sufficiency,* which exhibits itself 
in its extreme phase in Stoicism — the self-feeling from which 
proceeded the ethical notion of a fieyaXo^vyia^ magnanimity, 
and to which the Christian virtue of humility appeared to be a 
sort of self-degradation : on the other side, that point of view 
which made man dependent on natural necessity, and caused 
moral evil to be regarded as something having its ground 
therein — a view which, w hile it admitted the notion of moral 
imperfection, excluded altogether that of sin. In the stoical 
doctrine both these are combined ; we have there as well the 
Autonomy and Autarchy of the Wise man, as the necessity 
of evil in order to the harmony of the universe. And though, 
in regard to the first of these, the opposition which the funda- 
mental principle of the ancient w r orld presents to Christianity 
is tempered by the Platonic philosophy ,| yet it is thrown 
forth in still stronger light on the other side, while all evil 
is there regarded as something involuntary, being derived 
from a deficiency of knowledge, a preponderance of the natu- 
ral (of the v\rf) over the rational element in man, by virtue 
of which preponderance the rational element cannot as yet 
attain to a free development. It is true that, in this respect, 
different stages in the development of Platonism require to be 
distinguished, according as a tendency predominated (as in the 
case of Plotinus) to apply and carry out its speculative prin- 
ciples with logical consistency, or as a prevailing interest in 
behalf of religion and morality operated independently of those 
principles, as in the case of Plutarch, who so earnestly defends 
moral freedom against the stoical doctrine of necessity. But 
even where this notion of freedom was most strongly insisted 
on, as, for instance, in Aristotle, who combated the Platonic 
principle that evil implied the absence of freedom, f it must 

* The Horatian maxim, bonam mentem mihi ipse parabo. 

f See, on this relation, vol. I., Introduction. 

X Thus he understands that even the determinate character of a man, 
by which he is determined in his judgments and actions, is itself a work 
of freedom. ’E$ dgxvs /xtv I roiovrois yintrSut, ixevns nV/v. 
Nicom. III. 7. 
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necessarily have been beset by great difficulties in endeavour- 
ing to apply the notion of freedom to actual life ; while they 
thought they perceived an unconquerable natural character in 
certain tribes, certain classes in the human family, who had no 
power of elevating themselves above a very inferior grade of 
moral culture. But even these restrictions could not over- 
come the idea of freedom in such men as Aristotle. Yet they 
could not be wholly got rid of until the power of evil in 
humanity was generally understood to be something not ori- 
ginal, but to be itself traceable in the first instance to an 
original act of freedom ; and when a power was introduced 
into humanity whereby those differences of nature were to be 
equalized, and the same divine life imparted alike to all. It 
was only with the victory over the nature-principle, and over 
the aristocratic leaning of antiquity, that the idea of moral 
freedom could be completely established in all its rights, as a 
power belonging to human nature. 

Christianity, then, brought about an important revolution 
in the ethical and anthropological views of mankind, by the 
doctrine of a primitive condition, and of man’s loss of it by an 
act of his own free will. But to its influence belongs also 
another fact, that it placed Anthropology in connection with 
the doctrine concerning spirits (Pneumatology), inasmuch as 
it caused the essence of spirit, as the image of God, to be 
recognised as the common element in man and all ranks of the 
spiritual world, and as a common destination having its ground 
therein ; inasmuch as it presented, on the one hand, the fellow- 
ship of one divine life uniting together all spirits in the king- 
dom of God, and, on the other, referred the origin also of the 
ungodly life back to the first act of the self-will of a higher 
intelligence. This latter fact was particularly important as 
opposed to the heathen view of sin as founded in nature, and 
to all the tendencies which led men to regard it as some- 
thing necessarily rooted in the natural organisation of man, 
in the union of a reason with a sense. 

Now, while the true interest of the Christian faith requires 
the union of the momenta here unfolded, — the combination of 
all that has reference to the need of redemption, and of all 
that refers to the capacity for redemption ; and the separa- 
tion of these correlative momenta engenders the heretical 
element ; still the greater or less degree of prominence given 
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to the one or the other of these momenta depended partly on 
the oppositions, and partly on the peculiar character of the 
different tendencies of the theological spirit, which we have 
previously described. As respects the former, the opposition 
to Gnosticism is here especially to be noticed. Against it 
there was no need (as is clear from an exposition of the 
Gnostic doctrines) to prove in the first place the existence of 
a schism in man’s nature, and of a need of redemption grounded 
therein. On the contrary, as the Gnostics asserted an original 
threefold difference of human natures, but acknowledged a 
capacity for the divine life only in one of these classes, it was 
necessary to demonstrate that capacity for the redemption and 
the power of moral freedom belonged in common to all. The 
zeal of controversy in the dispute with the Gnostics served to 
repress many extremely one-sided theories, to which men were 
afterwards led by separating momenta of the Christian consci- 
ousness which belong together. The hypothesis of a predes- 
tination of natures endangering moral freedom was thereby kept 
in check. Those passages of the Old Testament (such for 
instance's speak of the hardening of Pharaoh) which subse- 
quently furnished a support for such doctrines, but which the 
Gnostics made use of to justify their accusations against the God 
of the Old Testament, required to be defended against them, 
by showing that they contained a meaning capable of being 
reconciled with God’s love and justice and man’s indestruc- 
tible freedom. Thus it belongs to the characteristics of the 
position which this period held in the evolution of the 
doctrines of the Christian faith, that, on the whole, men were 
far from framing to themselves, out of a few dark and difficult 
passages of scripture, — from which, exclusively considered, 
the dogma of absolute predestination was in after times 
derived, — a doctrinal system to which they sacrificed all other 
religious interests and the whole analogy of Bible faith.* They 
went rather on the principle of holding fast to that which by 

* Opposed hereto were the hermeneutical canons which Iraneeus set 
up against the Gnostics ; as, for example, that men should not seek to 
explain oenigmata per aliud majus senigma, sed ea, quae sunt talia, ex 
manifestos et consonantibus et Claris accipiunt absolutionc6. Lib. II. c. 
10, S. 1- Ta <£*v u^nfAtyat l uriXvru rkg Tret (a net) hot r>?f reev 

A&tay X’eXvtp&ua.f tv rvft^uvsv ft'tkeg t? fiptv mivSvicrireu. Lib. II. C, 28, 
s. 3. 
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a comparison of the different passages of scripture they found 
to be the collective doctrine which lies at the bottom of the 
whole. On this point those who took the lead in the guidance 
of the church were uniformly agreed ; and it was only ignorant, 
uneducated, and at the same time arrogant individuals among 
the laity, who were inclined to fix on such insulated passages, 
and run into downright extravagances of doctrine.* 

It belongs further to the common ground assumed by all 
Christians in opposing Gnosticism, that, while the Gnostics 
regarded Dualism as an original and absolute truth, and the 
schism as something necessary in the evolution of existence, 
necessary to appear at some period in order to be overcome, 
something of which the foundation existed in the world of 
JEons — the church-fathers, on the other hand, in opposition to 
the Gnostics, agreed in tracing everything here to the freedom 
of the creature. The Gnostics were accustomed to advance 
the dilemma — If the first man was created perfect, how could 
he then sin ? If he was created imperfect, then we suppose 
God Himself to be the author of sin. To this the church- 
fathers (if we overlook what was peculiar in Origen \s system) 
were wont to reply — that a distinction should be made 
between what the first man was in respect to his original 
capacity, and what he was to become by that development of 
this capacity which depended on his own free will. Here we 
find widely recognised a distinction which, in the subse- 
quent evolution of the doctrines of faith, was the subject of 
important differences of opinion — the distinction between 
that which is denominated and that which is denominated 
in Genesis, the elicojv and the iifxoU ucic rvv Beov (the 
image, and the likeness of God) : the first being what was laid in 
the original capacities of human nature, and what, inasmuch 

* In his exposition of the passage in Ex. x. 27, Origen, after noticing 
the Gnostics, who made use of such texts as arguments against the God 
of the Old Testament, and those who sought to remove the difficulty 
by correct interpretation, mentions two classes among the Christians : 

Ot fih (pfivouMf if a^a Kara. uwmkxevrtv o 9 tog ov 9tku ikttT, ov 9tku 

rxkn(uvu' triftfj 51 JZlkrM xcipk rourout pettn vrokku. net) oikka, 

xtKfvtySeti rvf uuroi< vm/umtu, mu) ev cruga rovro rrif vytev; m'rnvs 

•rg/frirdaj. T. VIII. ed. Lomm. p. 299. The principle contained in 
these last words of Origen is the same with one which is laid down also 

by Irenscus : El hta. riv sv <rS 9t£, mat rb xitrw hfuiv 

haetpuku^o/xiv xet) <jU/*5 wot hat/titvou/uiY. Lib. II. C. 28, S. .3. 
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as it was grounded in its essence, was indestructible ; to which 
w ere usually reckoned reason and the power of moral freedom ; 
— the second, the likeness to God actually realized by the 
right employment of these capacities, in which consists the 
image of God; but in order to the realization of which, 
another principle (besides what is given in man’s natural 
capacities) must supervene, — a principle partaking of the 
supernatural, — fellowship with God, without which human 
nature is inadequate to attain to its completion. The impor- 
tant element in this view is, the recognition of an indestruc- 
tible image of God in human nature, and of an original 
destination of man for the supernatural, the deep-founded con- 
sciousness of the essence of human nature as one which can 
only attain to the perfection of its true essence and its ulti- 
mate end through the fellowship with God ; consequently the 
recognition of the correlation which existed from the first 
between the human and the divine. This, however, was at 
the same time a distinction which might be so apprehended 
as to lead to a false separation of the human and the divine.* 

In the next place, the fundamental differences of the theo- 
logical tendencies which have been already described would 
have a special influence on Anthropology. Those church- 
teachers whom we have described as representative of a pre- 
dominantly supranaturalist tendency were led by this their 
prevailing line of thought to set in a strong light the corrup- 
tion of man’s nature and his need of redemption, the power of 
renewing grace, and especially the contrariety between grace 
and nature. Montanism, which we have already described as 
the extreme of this tendency, was in truth inclined to glorify 
the divine grace in such sense as entirely to overlook the 
human element, instead of seeking to establish the harmonious 
union and cooperation of both. Those teachers ‘of the church, 
on the other hand, who, as the antagonists of an extravagant 
supernaturalism, strove to identify the interest of faith and that 
of reason, were by this wish led to give, in their Anthropo- 
logical system, special prominence to human freedom and 
self-activity ; and thus, in the case of those church-teachers 
who otherwise took up a conciliatory position towards the 

* In the doctrine concerning the relation of the dong gratuita to the 
dona naturalia. 
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Gnostics, in the treatment of this doctrine could not fail to 
exhibit a decided opposition to them. 

It becomes very important, therefore, on this point also, to 
compare the doctrine of the North- African church and that 
of the Alexandrian school . 

The doctrine of the North African church took its rise from 
Tertullian. From the existing doctrine of the church he 
adopted the idea that the first man, as he was created by God, 
possessed all the faculties necessary to reveal the image of 
God through his moral nature, but that these faculties lay 
still in a dormant, undeveloped state. Their development 
depended on man’s free will. To the working of God on 
human nature there was, by virtue of its purity, as yet no 
obstacle ; by fellowship with God human nature would have 
become more and more ennobled and glorified, and was made 
capable of attaining to a participation in a divine, imperishable 
life, so as to be placed beyond the dominion of death. But 
by the first sin, which consisted in man’s refusing to subject 
his own will to the will of God, but rather opposing it, * 
man departed from this fellowship with God, and became 
thereby subject to sin and mortality. By the church- 
teachers of this period both these points are combined in the 
notion expressed by (j>$opd, while the opposite term aoSaptria 
denotes with them at once a divine, imperishable, and holy 
life — a connection of ideas which had an important influence 
on the systems of faith and morals. As the harmony between 
the divine and the human will resulted in a harmony through 
all the parts of man’s nature, so the schism between the divine 
and the human will resulted in a schism which pervades the 
whole of human nature. In place of that union with the 
divine Spirit, came the union with an ungodly spirit. The 
first father entailed the spirit of the world on all his posterity. j* 
Peculiar, however, to Tertullian was the theory by which 
he explained the propagation of this original corruption of 
human nature,— being connected with his theory respecting 
the propagation of souls. Thus it was his opinion tliat our 
first parent bore within him the undeveloped germ of all 
mankind ; that the soul of the first man was the fountain- 
head of all human souls ; and that all the varieties of indi- 

+ Electio su» poti us qoam divinro sententi®. 

f Spiritum rmindi universo generi suo tradidit. 
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vidual human nature are but different modifications of that 
one spiritual substance.* Therefore the whole of nature be- 
came corrupt in the original father of the race ; and sinfulness 
is propagated together with souls, f 

Although this mode of apprehending the matter in Tertul- 
lian is connected with his sensuous habits of conception, yet 
this is by no means a necessary connection. For there lies at 
the root of this mode of apprehension a higher truth and 
necessity, of which Tertullian bore witness as the author of 
the so-called Traducianism, or the doctrine of the propagation 
of souls. 

It is worthy of notice that the same Tertullian,* who first 
brought forward in this explicit form the doctrine oi inherited 
sin, should yet exclaim — though in a somewhat earlier 
work, where he takes ground against the practice of infant 
baptism t — “ Wherefore should the age of innocence be in 
such haste to obtain the forgiveness of sin ?”§ 

Tertullian was deeply penetrated with the consciousness 
alike of a sinfulness cleaving to man’s nature, and of an un- 
deniable godlike nature in man, in contrast with w hich it is 
that sin reveals itself as sin. This great father, who in many 
respects must be considered as the forerunner of Augustin, is 
also in this particular to be compared with him, — since, with- 
out any doubt, he had had occasion to learn from his own ex- 
perience the resistance of a fiery, violent, rude nature to the 
godlike spirit, and so the opposition between nature and grace. 
Though we know less of his early development than we do of 
Augustin’s, yet we may infer from his wholly peculiar charac- 
ter, as it exhibits itself to us in his writings, that it was only 
after many an inward struggle he could attain to peace ; and 
the reaction of those deep elements of his natural character 
doubtless furnished occasion for many an internal conflict. || 

* De anima, c, 10 and c. 19. 

t Tradux animte tradux peccati. J See vol. I. p. 432. 

§ Quid festinat innocens aetas ad remissionem peccatorum. De bapt. c. 1 8. 

jj Thus, in his work in praise of the Christian virtue patience, we 
hear him speaking out of the fulness of his inner experience. He says, 
c. 1 , “ Ita miserrimus ego semper aeger caloribus impatient!©, quam non 
obtineo patienti© sanitatem, et suspirem et invocem et perorem necesse 
est, cam recordor et in me© imbecillitatis contemplatione digero, bonam 
fidei valetudinem et dominie© disciplin© sanitatem, non facile cuiquam, 
nisi patientia adsideat, provenire.” 
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But equally mighty was the immediate feeling of the godlike 
which formed the basis of his sturdy, inartificial nature. 
“ The corruption of nature,” he says,* “ is a second nature, 
which has its own God and father, even the author of corrup- 
tion himself ; so that goodness, however, still resides also in 
the soul — that original, that godlike and genuine thing, 
which is its proper nature. For that which is from God is 
not so much extinguished as obscured ; for it can be ob- 
scured, since it is not God ; but it cannot be extinguished, 
since it is of God: As the light, when some object is inter- 
, posed, continues to exist, though it shines not through in 
consequer^e of the density of the intervening object ; so good- 
ness in the soul, when suppressed by evil, as it brings with it 
its peculiar nature, either remains wholly inactive, its light 
being hid, or else, finding freedom, bursts through where it is 
given it to do so. Thus it is that some are very good and 
others very bad ; and yet all souls are of the same stock : thus, 
too, there is something good in the very worst, and something 
bad in the very best ; for God alone is without sin, and, as 
man, Christ alone without sin, since Christ is also God. 
Thus it is that the divinity of the soul, by virtue of its 
original goodness, breaks out in obscure presentiments, and 
the consciousness of God comes forth as its witness. For 
this reason no soul is without guilt, for none is without the 
seeds of goodness.” 

It is a characteristic trait of Tertullian, that while, as a 
Montanist, he laid peculiar stress on the unusual psychological 
phenomena presented in the effects of the new divine life, and 
on the miraculous element in the charismata ;t so too, where 
he speaks of man’s natural condition, he is fond of bringing 
up such eccentric phenomena as those of a natural forecasting 
and presentiment, and of appealing to the indications of an 
indestructible, godlike element in human nature. J 

He was led to unfold and to defend these views still further, 
not only in his controversy with Marcion, who, as we have 
observed, refused to acknowledge anything originally godlike 
in the soul, but also in his dispute with Hermogenes. On 

* De aniroa, c. 41. f See above, p. 215. 

% The distinction between that natural faculty of divination and pro** 
phecy as a charisma is stated, de anima, c. 22 : Divinatio interdum, 
seposita, qum per Dei gratiam obvenit ex prophetia. 
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this latter occasion he wrote a work which has not come down 
to us, on the descent of souls.* Hermogenes had opposed the 
theory of a heavenly descent of the soul, of the inbreathing into 
it of a divine particle, and had urged that it made the Divine 
subject to pollution, since, on this hypothesis, it was im- 
possible to avoid ascribing to this soul the origin of eVii.t 
Tertullian supposes in matter, — in that inorganic stuff which 
is the basis of the creation, — not only something akin to the 
corporeal world which is produced out of it, but also something 
akin to the soul, which was likewise formed out of it. The 
wild motion in it is that which it has akin to the soul, and 
which lies at the ground of the soul.J As God, by his organ- 
izing influences, produced the corporeal world out of the 
chaotic mass, so he formed the soul out of the chaotic 
principle of motion.§ Taking his position on this ground of 
materialism, he agreed with Marcion in denying that any 
point of union was presented for Christianity in an original 
element of affinity between the human soul and the Divine. 
Evil he derived from this wild chaotic principle of motion, 
not overcome ; just as he regarded whatever was hateful in 
the corporeal world as a remnant of the ancient chaos. Also 
in Satan and evil spirits he believed probably that he saw the 
reaction of that untamed chaotic power of motion. Souls 
needed the communication of a divine life really related to 
God, which is imparted to them by the redemption and by 
regeneration, in order to enable them to overcome the evil 
derived from their origin. Tertullian, as lie himself tells us,|| 
defended, against Hermogenes, free will, as an original pro- 
perty of the soul and indestructible. We might infer from 

* De censu animse. We learn what were the contents of this book 
from his work de anima. 

t Dam incredibile est, spiritum Dei in delictum et mox in judicium 
deyenire, ex materia potius anima credatur quam ex Dei spiritu. De 
anima, c. 11. Tertullian contends, on the contrary, that the soul is 
derived, not from the spiritus Dei, but from the flatus Dei j that it was 
not the essence of God, but only something imparted immediately by 
the Spirit of God — something in affinity with that spirit — which resided 
in the soul. 

X The incorporate inconditus motus materi®. Adv. Hermogenem, c. 36. 

§ Comp, the passage from Plutarch, cited p. 16, relative to a soul 
united originally with the chaos. 

II Inesse nobis <ro e&vrtlovtm naturaliter, jam et Marcioni ostendimus 
et Hermogeni. De anima, c. 21. 
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this that Hermogenes regarded the participation in the re- 
demption, and in the divine life originally foreign to the soul, 
as not dependent on the self-determination of the free will ; 
that he did not make faith to proceed from that source , 
but derived everything in this matter alike from the un- 
conditional divine influence and election ; and he would thus 
belong to the earliest advocates of the doctrine of an uncon- 
ditioned predestination, and of an absolute, irresistible grace. 
The consistent development of his principles might certainly 
lead to such results ; for if the soul, by virtue of its material 
origin and essence, presents no point of union for grace, then 
from such premises, no less than from the theory of an absolute 
corruption of human nature, such a result seems necessarily to 
follow. We know, however, too little of the system of Her- 
mogenes to be able to affirm with certainty that such was the 
connection of his ideas. From the thesis we cannot argue 
with perfect safety to the antithesis ; for it is possible that 
Tertullian may have been led, from Hermogenes having sim- 
ply denied the original affinity of the soul to God, to main- 
tain this doctrine against him, together with all its essential 
marks and characters, among which he reckoned the free will, 
although Hermogenes may not have wholly denied the free- 
dom of the will ; just as, in fact, Tertullian maintains the 
doctrine of the free will against Marcion, although we are not 
told anywhere that Marcion ever denied it.* At all events, 
Hermogenes denied the natural immortality of the soul, and 
regarded immortality as a consequence simply of the new 
divine life imparted by Christ : he considered believers alone 
to be immortal. All evil — evil spirits, and men who have not 
become partakers of the divine life — were, in his opinion, 
finally to be resolved into the matter from whence they 
originally sprang, t 

* We must here remark, by way of supplement, that, in Marcion’s 
system, this point still remains undecided. For the same reasons as in 
the case of Hermogenes such an hypothesis would perfectly accord with 
his system also, and it would moreover harmonize well with his ultra- 
Paulinism. But the prominent place which he gives to God’s paternal 
love, and the manner in which he speaks of the arbitrary conduct of the 
God of the Old Testament, accusing him of having compassion on some, 
and hardening the hearts of others, make it quite improbable that Mar- 
cion ought to be considered as an advocate of the doctrine of absolute 
predestination. t Vid. Theodoret. fab. haeret. I. c. ID. 
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Against this doctrine, therefore, of Ilermogenes, Tertullian 
maintained 44 that the souls, sprung from that first soul which 
arose immediately from the breath of God, are immortal, en- 
dowed with free will, in possession of a faculty of divination 
—evident signs of their heavenly origin.”* 

He considered all the parts and faculties of human nature as 
a work of God in itself good ; and, therefore, every thing con- 
trary to reason in it was to his mind a consequence of that 
original schism w hich grew out of the first sin. The division 
which Plato makes of the soul into the \oytKov and tiXoyov he 
was willing to admit ; though not in respect to the original, 
but only in respect to the corrupted, human nature.t 

While the Gnostics, according to their doctrine of the^differ- 
ent fundamental principles of human nature, maintained that 
a hylic or material nature could never be converted into a 
pneumatic or spiritual one, and that a spiritual nature could 
never be converted into a material one, Tertullian insisted, in 
opposition to them, on the almighty power of grace and the 
mutability of the human will. When they appealed to the 
declaration of Christ that an evil tree cannot bring forth good 
fruit, nor a good tree evil fruit, he replies, “ If this is to be 
understood in your way, then God cannot raise up from the 
stones children to Abraham; then the generation of vipers 
cannot bring forth fruits to repentance ; and the apostle was 
mistaken when he wrote, 4 Ye also were sometimes darkness,’ 
and 4 We also were once by nature the children of wrath,’ and 
4 such were some of you ; but now are ye washed.* But 
do the declarations of the holy scripture contradict one 
another? Ho; for the evil tree will not bring forth good 
fruit, unless it be grafted ; and the good tree will bring forth 
evil fruit, unless it be cultivated ; and the stones will become 
children of Abraham, if they be formed to the faith of Abra- 
ham ; and the generation of vipers will bring forth the fruits 
of repentance when they have thrown off the venom of wick- 

* Animam Dei flatu natam, immortalem, liberam arbitrii dominatri- 
cem, divinatricem. De anima, c. 22. 

f De anima, 16. Naturale enim rationale credendum est, quod ani- 
mse a primordio sit ingenitum a rationali videlicet auctore ; irrationale 
autem posterius intelligendum, ipsum illud transgressionis admissum 
atque (quod) exinde inoleverit in anima, ad instar jam naturalitatis, quia 
statim in naturae primordio accedit. 
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edness. This the divine grace is able to do ; which, of a truth, 
is mightier than nature, to which the free will within us is 
subjected. As this last, too, is a natural thing and susceptible 
of change, so nature turns as this turns.”* One might under- 
stand this remarkable passage as implying that even at this 
early period Tertullian attributed to grace an irresistibly 
attractive power over the corrupt will of man ; one might 
say that he asserted the freedom of the will merely in oppo- 
sition to the doctrine of a natural necessity, to the affirmation 
of a complete moral insensibility in the case of certain natures, 
but not in respect to the soul-transforming principle of grace. 
Montanism might easily lead to insisting upon the overwhelm- 
ing influence of the divine power, and to reducing the free will 
to a blind passive instrument. But the connection by no 
means authorizes us to give this language such an interpreta- 
tion. For, according to the context, Tertullian is only in- 
tending to prove that grace, through its w orking on corrupt 
nature, can, by virtue of the free will, impart to it a higher 
power than dwells in itself, and thus transform it to something 
else ; and we are bound in justice to adopt that interpretation 
which best accords with Tertullian ’s other explanations of free 
will. It is true, as we formerly remarked, that the peculiar and 
fundamental tendency of Montanism must have gone far towards 
causing its adherents to magnify the power of grace ; but even 
Montanism cannot be accused of rending asunder momenta 
which, in Christianity, belong closely together, and of giving 
predominance to one at the expense of the other. Even 
Montanism was far from ascribing to grace a constraining 
power, operating with irresistible might on the conversion of 
man. That it did not consider the agency of grace generally 
to be of this kind, may be gathered from the fact that it re- 
garded such an operation of grace as implied a bare passivity 
on the part of man as an exception to the general rule, — as 
an extraordinary thing ; — supposed it to be confined to the 
prophets. Accordingly we find, even in Tertullian, a passage 
in which he speaks of such influences of grace, where every- 
thing depends solely on the divine influence, nothing on human 

* Haec erit vis divines gratia?, potentior utique natura, liabens in nobis 
subjacentem sibi liberam arbitrii potestatem, quse cum sit et ipsa natu- 
ralis atque mutabilis, quoquo vertitur, nature convertitur. De anima, 
c. 21. 
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concurrence — such extraordinary virtues as cuold be regarded 
only in the light of free gifts of divine grace, which God im- 
parts to each individual as He pleases.* But the very fact 
that it is only in such extraordinary cases that he ascribes the 
whole to the action of grace may serve as a proof that ha did 
not consider such to be the general law which governs the 
evolution of the Christian life. And we are by no means 
warranted to conclude from such an expression that Tertullian 
when he so spoke was already a Montanist ; for, in this par- 
ticular case, our general remark find its application, that 
Montanism is to be regarded merely as the extreme result of 
tendencies and modes of thinking previously in existence. 

But a directly opposite view spontaneously resulted from 
the process of development in the Alexandrian church. Thus 
Clement, unconsciously, combated the doctrine of the North- 
African church, while he intended simply to controvert the 
Gnostic dualism, which represented generation to be a work of 
the evil principle. “ How then,” he asks, " could the chil- 
dren have sinned, or fallen under the curse of Adam, when 
they are chargeable with no actions of their own?”t The 
question here related to the explanation of those passages of 
the Old Testament which in the North- African church were 
adduced in proof of the doctrine of inherited sin. Job xiv. 4 ; 
Fs. li. 7. f Clement referred such and similar passages to 
man's natural ignorance of God and divine things, to the 
power of sinful habits. § Still it by no means follows from 
this that Clement did not believe in the doctrine of a fall from 
a state of moral purity. To the Gnostic dilemma|| above 
quoted he opposed the assertion that the first man was not 
created perfect, but with a capacity for virtue ;% so that its 
cultivation and application depended on himself. To the 

* Quod bonorum quorundam sicuti et malorum intolerabilis magni- 
tudo est, ut ad capienda et prsestanda ea sola gratia divinae inspirationis 
operetur. Nain quod maxime bonum, id maxime penes Deum ; nec 
alius id quam qui possidet, dispensat, ut cuique dignetur. De patientia, 

f Strom. 1. III. f. 453 et 469. 

t See Cyprian’s collection of proofs from the scriptures of the doc- 
trines of faith and morals, Testimonior. 1. III. c. 54. 

§, n apufrukif. Ta,f v^elras* U yinttus us $<«» cu 

yimfxo, wv, utrt&uus Xtyu. Strom. 1 . Ill, f. 469. 

|| See above, p. 344. 

% 'Evirrihios *£os r#* xrnvn u^ivns. Strom. 1. VI. f. 667. 

VOL. II. 2 A 
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enticements of sensual pleasure he yielded in that childhood of 
Ms being when it was for him to decide according to his own 
free choice.* While many Gnostics made the fall to consist 
in this, that the first man, yielding to sensuous appetite, gave 
himself up to the indulgence of the sexual propensity, whereby 
both himself and his entire prosperity came under the dominion 
of the v\rj ; Clement, on the other hand, regarded man’s guilt 
to consist simply in his not having waited for the suitable 
period appointed by God for the satisfaction of that impulse. “j* 
Perhaps, therefore, he regarded the power of the sensuous 
appetites over the spirit as a consequence of the first disobe^ 
dieno^t — -he probably supposed that by the guilt of man the 
sway ofjsiense became continually stronger, in such sort, how- 
ever, that it still depends on man’s will to resist its entice- 
ments. Here, in the inclination lie evinces to refer evil to the 
power of sense, we trace the influence of the ideas which, 
through his philosophical education, had found their way into 
his mind ; and accordingly redemption and regeneration must 
in his view be referred mainly to* the end of providing a way 
for the soul to partake of the divine life, by being delivered 
from these foreign elements. “ It is not without special grace,” 
he says, “ that the soul attains to this power of soaring aloft on 
wings, after having laid aside every weight, .so as to be able to 
unite itself with its kindred element.” J The important point 
in Clement’s view was, therefore, to recognise both the need 
of assistance which the free will stood in, and also the fact 
, that grace was conditioned by its eflbrts, and was designed to 
meet its deficiences. On this point he thus expresses himself :§ 
“ When man seeks by his own endeavours and liabits to eman- 
cipate himself from the slavery of his passions, he effects 
nothing. But when lie manifests a true zeal and earnestness, 
then he gains the victory, by the accession of God’s power ; 
for God bestows his Spirit on willing souls. But when they 
remit their desire, the Spirit, which God bestows, is also with- 

* n*£>?yi < r* toffofMut o tcu$. Clement, like Philo, regarded the 
serpent as a symbol of rfavfa Protrept. f. 69. 

f Tmx» frfohafitvrtf <r«v xeupe* rev •xouron'kaerov. Strom. 1. III. f. 
466. ’ExivvSrirec* Scctto* n •rfx><rn*o* fa trt not mQvxoru, cLorary oretooexr 
Si'vrif. L. c. f. 470. 

J Oh aLnv rfa t£enfirci/ Trtfofarat <rt xat untrrareu xat oiveo rwv 

vort^KUfiivooy atgtrut k to fioi&ov tLron^i/uuvvi xat otorohlcura rZ 

rvyyim. L, c. 1. V. f. 588. § Quis dives salv. c. 21. 
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drawn. The kingdom of heaven Wongs not to the deeping 
and indolent, but the violent take it by force.” He was too 
strongly enchained by this dogmatical theory, too little ca*- 
pable of moving out of the circle of his subjective notions, 
rightly to understand, out of its own words, the Pauline type 
of doctrine — as appears, for instance, from his remarkably 
tortuous interpretation of 1 Corinth, i. 21 . For in this passage, 
according to Clement, the last words are not to be taken as a 
question, but thus : it was not God who made the wisdom of 
this world foolishness, but it became foolishness through the 
guilt of man.* 

On this subject the system of Origen is quite peculiar; 
and in considering it, it will be necessary to bear in mind his 
theory, already explained, of an eternal creation. Willie the 
Gnostics sought to account for the difference among rational 
creatures, partly by a natural law regulating the graduated 
evolution of life proceeding from God, partly by their deri- 
vation from different fundamental principles, Origen referred 
all such differences to moral freedom . God, as the absolute 
unity, he taught, can only be a source of unity. So far as 
all existence springs from Him, the unity of his own essence 
must reveal itself therein. No difference, no manifoldness, 
can spring from Him. It would, moreover, be inconsistent 
with his lo\e and justice not to bestow on all his creatures 
the same measure of* perfection and blessedness, f God there- 

* Strom, lib. I. f. 313. 

t Hitter, in his Christlichen Philosophic, Bd. I. S. 317, maintains 
that Origen’s doctrine is based upon the thought “ that created spirits' 
in the outset did not actually partake of the good and of the perfect, but 
had simply received a faculty for all good. Their connate perfection 
consisted in this.” But such a thought would certainly imply the 
notion of a development from a lower stage,— a progressive and gra- 
duated movement from the imperfect to the perfect ; and it is evident 
that this view utterly clashes with the system of Origen. Origen does 
in truth conceive the perfect as the original state ; he refers all imper- 
fection to a fall, involving guilt because it was an act of freedom j and 
regards as the final consummation the restoration of the original state, 
and not the complete development of the capacities bestowed at the 
creation. This simply is the thought lying at the basis of his system, — 
that the rational spirit should maintain, by freedom as its property, the 
perfection bestowed on it already by the creation ; aud, having lost it, 
should recover it again by freedom ; — that the fellowship with God, the 
source of all good in the rational creature, is not coercive; but can be 
preserved only by virtue of a free appropriation, and can be acquired 

2 a 2 
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fore is to be originally contemplated as the fountain of a world 
of spirits, allied to his own nature, blessed by communion with 
him, the members of which were perfectly homogeneous. In 
the second book of his work 7repi apx&v he so expresses him- 
self as if he considered not only all difference in the measure 
of powers and of blessedness, but, generally, all differences in 
individual existence, as not being original, but as having 
resulted in the first instance from the difference in the moral 
tendency of the will. According to this, Origen must have 
held the differences of the original creation to be that of beings 
perfectly equal and only numerically different ; and all indi- 
vidual peculiarities to be consequences of estrangement from 
God. A very narrow conception, we must allow, of the 
creatldtt^ as ministering to the revelation and glory of God. 
Most characteristically, however (in spite of the Gnosticism 
and Platonism by which Origen was at other times governed), 
does it become manifest here that the Christian point of view 
(though but partially and narrowly apprehended) predomi- 
nated in his way of thinking, and how a moral and teleo- 
logical element gained the ascendancy so as to make all else 
depend upon it.* 

In Origen’s predecessor, Clement, we already perceive 
how the exaggeration of one Christian principle, the doc- 
trine of freedom — its exclusive consideration in opposition 
to the Gnostic distinction of natures — could lead to such a 
result as the ascription of whatever distinguished the apostles 
from other men, not to a peculiar nature bestowed on 
them by God, but entirely to the merit of the right direc- 
tion of their own will. According to his opinion, they did 
not become such because they were chosen to be such by 
God, but they were chosen to their office by God because 
He foreknew what they would become by the guidance of their 
own will. In proof of this position Clement adduces the 

again only by the same means. This too is among the points which 
essentially distinguish the doctrine of Origen from that of Clement 

* The importance of the free will, as connected with all spiritual 
development, is described by Origen in the following words : >Eripl» 
wupArm A ^ mrU^ r$Z rcZ s v*i,p*r*»ol S 

• P” ptx(i S) l } ft p lra £l- ft 

w to npSi, XM4 «' rvaftt ug xai ri rowm SBts <r»v 

*'/**' ***** t7 '** * ft b rc? t ptrx& r U 7 X i H ". In 

Matt. T. XIII. 6. 26. 
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fact that even Judas Iscariot was one of the apostles; 
that Matthias, in consideration of his worthiness, was after* 
wards received into the rumber of the apostles in place of 
Judas.* It was only necessary to work out this one-sided 
view, — so diametrically opposed to the doctrine of absolute 
predestination and divine decrees, and so totally subversive of 
any distinction of nature given by creation itself, while it 
ascribed everything solely to moral worth, and to carry it on 
to its legitimate consequences, in order to advance from the 
position of Clement to the system which Origen completed. 

However, it may have been the case that at some later 
period Origen retracted this hypothesis, as he did many other 
immature ideas which he had brought forward in that work 
of speculative dogmatism. At least, in a passage of a later 
work,f he says that the Son of God is the universal bright- 
ness of God’s glory, but that scattered beams of His glory 
were spread over the rest of the rational creation, since no 
created being could contain the whole of the glory of God. 
And in this it would seem to be implied that what in the Logos 
is one and the same unfolds itself in the rest of the world of 
spirits into a manifoldness of individual natures, of which each 
in his own peculiar way reflects and represents the glory of 
God, so that it is only the collective sum of all these individuals 
would correspond to the condensed manifestation of the glory of 
God in the Logos. This must doubtless have been the case 
if Origen had clearly developed to his own mind all that is 
involved in the thought which he expressed ; but it may be 
questioned whether he ever did so. In a passage of the same 
commentary on John from which the one just alluded to is 
taken, he seems to consider it as the final end of this evolu- 
tion that all the rational beings restored by the Logos to a 
perfect communion with God would have but one common 
employment — that of the intuition of God ; and that, fashioned 
through the knowledge of the Father, they would know as 
completely what the Son is, as at present the Son (and the Son 
alone) knows the Father, j But since, according to the system 

* Ov% on vitruv Ixktxro) ytvofitvot aTorrokoi xxrx n fvvtw fihoft*, l*t) 
o ’lofixi r iltkiyu <rvv avroTg, akk’ eioirt wav (hrdtrrokot <ytrieS*t ixkiyhns 
tpos tou xxi tu rikt> Teoeouuivo v. Strom. 1. VI. f. 6G7. 

t In Joann. T. XXXII. s. 18. 

X In Joann. T. 1. s. 16. See also the passage in Matth. T. X. 8. 2, f. 
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of Origen, all things are, by that final consummation, * to be 
restored to their original condition, it seems to follow that such a 
state of equality and unity was the one which originally existed. 

Origen argued still further : God alone is by his own nature 
good ; all created beings, on the contrary, are, and continue to 
he, good only by virtue of their fellowship with the original 
fountain of all good, the Logos. As soon as the desire arises 
in any rational being to be something for himself, evil exists. 
“ What has become good/’ says Origen, f “ cannot be in like 
maimer good as that which is goodness by its own essence. 
It caxr never be wanting, however, to him who, for its preser- 
vation, receives into himself the so-called living bread. 
Whoever fails to obtain it fails by his own fault ; since he 
neglects to partake of the living bread and of the true water, 
wherewith, nourished and refreshed, the wings grow.”J Evil 
is tide only thing which has the ground of its existence in it- 
self, and not in God ; which, therefore, generally, is grounded 
in no being, but is nothing else than an estrangement from 
the true being. It is that which has only a subjective and not 
an objective existence, — that which is in itself nothing.? 

207 : “ Then the righteous will no longer shine in different ways, as at 
the beginning ; but all will shine like one sun in the kingdom of their 
Father.” Matth. xiii. 43. {Ton (tuXicrrct ol hlxcttoi Xeift^ovenv olx'tre hut- 
(peouf, Uf ftetret rets dXX.ee, erttvns US 'Yet this passage of 

Origen could be understood as referring barely to an equality of moral 
condition and blessedness. 

* The dveKttruffruiris. t C. Cels. 1. VI. c. 44. 

X An allusion to the myth in Plato’s Phaedrus respecting the wings of 
the soul. 

§ To Plato's metaphysical idea of the ftn «» (according to which, if we 
have got a clear notion of it, evil is necessary as a limit to the evolution 
of life ; and, consequently, the idea of evil, as to its moral import, is 
virtually annulled) Origen gave more of a moral significance. The ft h 

here is, according to his view, rather privative than negative. See in 
Joann. T. II. S. 7 : O I u,t rix**r*f tov ovros, fJb£Ti%ouert & el uyeoi, ivXoyeu; 
Av Svrts %£n/Mirt%Mr ** « dwevr^ettpivn; rhv rev ovros fttro%*)v, reu tart gw- 

Bmt rw forts, ytyivMit evx Svris. Hence I cannot at all admit the cor- 
rectness of what Ritter says in his Geschichte der Christlichen Philo- 
sophic, Bd. I. s. 524, concerning Origen’s theory : “ A limitation of 
this sort, in which created spirits originally exist, might perhaps be 
regarded by Origen as an element in them of evil or impurity, since he 
considered evil generally to be simply a defect of goodness.” Such a, 
view is wholly at variance with the theory of Origen, who thought it of 
so much importance to define evil as a 'thing which has its ground in no 
natural necessity, but which is derivable only from an act of the free 
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Hence he $ays, “ The assertion of the Gnostics, that Satan 
is no creature of God,* has some foundation in truth; namely, 
to this extent, that, while Satan is indeed a creature of God in 
respect to his nature ; yet as Satan he is not so.” f 

When the will of the spirits, who were blessed in a divine 
life, became estranged from God, the original unity w»s dis- 
solved ; a disharmony arose, which could only be restored to 
unison by a long process of purification and culture. The 
soul of the world is nothing but the power and wisdom of 
God, which is able to combine these great moral differences 
into one living whole, and which pervades and animates the 
universe, subjecting all dissonances to a higher law.J 

The corporeal world was brought into existence and consti- 
tuted with a view to this end, that the spirits which had 
become incapable of the purely spiritual, divine life, might be 
brought to a consciousness of their estrangement from God, 
and of their culpable misery ; that a craving after a restora- 
tion of their fellowship with the divine Fountain of Good 
might be awakened in them ; that they might become more 
and more purified by conflict. The matter lying at the ground 
of the corporeal world is the indeterminate element, destitute 
of all properties, which first receives from the plastic hand of 
Omnipotence a certain form and pressure, which varied 
according as bodies of a higher or a lower order, ethereal or 
gross, were, in manifold gradations, to be formed out of it.§ 
Thus arise numerous grades of existence, from the spiritual to 
the sensuous, corresponding to the different stages of fallen 
beings. || There exist intelligences which are united with, 

will. The notions of imperfection and of moral evil are, according to 
his doctrine, to be carefully distinguished. God, it is true, is the holy, 
pood being, in a sense in which no creature can be so called (see T. II. 
in Matth. s. 10); but moral evil is not an original element, but is to be 
traced only to a voluntary apostacy from God. The ph ov is not to be 
considered as a defect cleaving to created existence, but as a voluntary 
alienation from the m. * See Part II. 

f In Joann. T. II. s. 7. % U»a) 1* II. c. 1. 

§ In the hvXos xotr/xot is to be distinguished Hxn lying at the ground, 
and the hoyot o xo<r/i>uv yXrjv. In Joann. T. XIX. s. 5. 

|J We here encounter a difficult question ; viz. whether Origen sup- 
posed that from the beginning the uXti also was brought into existence, 
together with the world of spirits, as a necessary limit for the creature, 
so that the creaturely spirit must of necessity be always provided with 
a material organization, which, corresponding only to the stage of moral 
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though not so completely constrained by, a more exalted 
organization, designed to minister to and assist the other fallen 

perfection, would be of a higher or lower order j or whether he traced 
to the fell the first origin of matter, and of the material world itself. 
If we were to confine ourselves to a passage in the work mg) ot£x*> v > 
should be under the necessity of considering the former position as the 
doctrine of Origen. The remarkable passage (1. II. c. 2, s. 2) runs as 
follows : “ Principaliter quidem creatas esse rationales naturas, materia- 
lem vero substantiaxn opinione quidem et intellectu solum separari ab 
eis et pro ipsis vel post ipsas effectam videri, sed nunquam sine ipsa eos 
vel vixisse vel vivere." From this we should be led to represent the 
subject as Ritter understands it ; namely, that the conception of matter 
arises simply from an abstraction of the sum total constituting the crea- 
turely existence ; that it is nothing else than the objective conception of 
the limit of creaturely existence, of that which forms the boundary of 
individual existence, — just as the Platonists taught that the conception 
of matter could be apprehended only by the Xoyo s voSot. And it is quite 
certain that the antithesis between body and spirit vanishes, to our 
apprehension, if we think of the manifold gradations in the attributes or 
properties stamped on the uXv, and by abstraction go back to the unde- 
termined somewhat which lies at the ground of all these ; pivuv to vXtxov, 
tojv Totorvrwv /jbirxfiaXXovtrojy * tig oLtpBagtriav. Ill Joann. T. XIII. S. 59. 
This too would harmonize with his doctrine concerning the glorious 
organization after the resurrection, which rests doubtless on the same 
general foundation, and with his doctrine concerning the transfigured, 
ethereal bodies of the angels ; ret reHv a.yyi\uv treupuru, tt&Uiot xett 
alyoults In Matth. T. XVII. s. 30. And to the souls of the 

planets he ascribes a traj/u.x aJStgjev xa) xe&etpuretrov. De orat. c. 7. In 
this case we must, with Ritter, consider this mode of expression as a 
strictly scientific one, to which everything else should, in Origen’s 
sense, be referred. Where, on the other hand, he speaks of a produc- 
tion of matter which ensued at some later period, it must be understood 
to be a case in which, descending from the strictly scientific position, and 
accommodating himself to a more popular mode of thinking, he leaves 
the position of the y>um ( for that of the *r<V«n#. But we greatly doubt 
whether we are warranted to ascribe to Origen a speculative theory of 
this sort, so rigidly carried out and uniformly adhered to. We do not 
believe that there is any good reason for explaining all his assertions 
belonging to a later period, which seem to contradict what is here 
affirmed, according to the theory set forth in the work «ri g! ; for, 

in the case of a man whose mode of thinking combined speculative 
elements, borrowed from other quarters, with others derived from 
Christianity, it is obvious how easily he might be led to retract, at 
some later period, many things which he had put forth in his first 
attempt at a speculative system of doctrine. In this work itself he 
rather puts down the matter as problematical, than decides on it with 
confidence. In Joann. T, I. s. 17 — where, indeed, he expresses himself, 
not in a positive manner, but in the form, &*syxu7ov imrrtifeu tt — he 
distinguishes an &VXos vettry xa) mutarot €»*, as the original, from al 
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spirits. These dwell in the planets,* and perform a painful ser- 
vice of love, yearning for the time of universal restoration, 
when, relieved from this burden, they shall be raised once 
more to a pure state of existence, emancipated from all that is 
sensuous (the earnest expectation of the creature spoken of 
in Bom. viii. 19).| According to Origen’s doctrine,' these 
higher intelligences owe it to their own free will alone, to 
their own merit, that they occupy this elevated rank in crea- 
tion ; and that, being united in this free manner to the corpo- 
real world, they have received such an organization of a higher, 
glorious, and more ethereal kind. The question may now arise : 
Did Origen regard these beings as having taken no share in 
the first fall, but as having, by their unalterable fidelity to the 
Creator,' entitled themselves to this place in the universe ? In 
this case he must have supposed that, by virtue of the free 
direction of their own will, some among the rational existences 
had persevered in goodness, while others swerved from it ; but 
that those even who had remained steadfast must enter into a 
connection with the corporeal world, — not as a due punishment 
of their guilt, but of their own free choice, submitting thereto 
in order to promote the good of their fallen fellows. The 
more therefore do they long for that period when, the end of the 
universal purification having been attained, they too shall be 
released from this burdensome service. Or perhaps — and the 
doctrine set forth in the work nept apx<*>v is certainly more 
favourable to this view of the matter — Origen did not con- 
sider these intelligences to be those who had remained wholly 
unaffected by the general defection of the created existence, 
but simply those who had taken the least share in it, and who 
consequently, by virtue of this determination of their will, 
whereby they at least distinguished themselves from the rest, 
obtained this position in the universe. But if this was his 
train of thought, then Origen took away from free will with 

corporeal existence, even from every free connection with an organization 
of transfigured mould. And, in Joann. T. XIX. s. 5, he opposes this 
later formed corporeal world to the niw/us mrot, subsisting alone: 

’ AXXa xxi o ^tiKtufttvog xetrftes vXixeg ytvofjuivos 2/a rovs fotiStvrus rtis 
ivvXov f roTous fit* lutffyouf, oirmg r dvr if, is f*' i¥ cLvXa. 

xai rx atri/jbxra, xa.ru i/V/'v, ou roxov rZ roveu ofev r» vr^os rx xc^arx 

cvyxtfffu. And he says that the formation of the xorfcos hukeg is not 
without reason described as a xxrafaXr. 

* See above, p. 37 f See, e. g., de Martyr, s. 7. 



862 


DOCTRINE OF HUMAN NATURE. 


one hand what he gave to it with the other; for, in this 
case, free w ill no longer makes a difference between the beings 
who persevered in goodness and those who fell from it, but 
only between those who deviated to a greater or to a less 
extent ; and therefore moral evil appears to be a something 
necessary to created existence, — at least in a certain degree, 
or as a necessary point of transition. 

We see before us only a fragment of that great course of 
the world which alone embraces all moral diversities, together 
with all the consequences, which, up to their entire removal at 
the general consummation, flow out of them ; and hence our 
defective, limited Theodicee.* 

From Origen’s doctrine it necessarily followed that hu- 
man souls were originally the same in kind with all higher 
spirits ; that the difference between the former and the latter, 
and between the former compared with each other, proceeded 
only from a diversity in the moral bent of the will of the 
several individuals ; that accordingly all souls are fallen 
heavenly beings. All consciousness in time, which moves 
between opposites, and the understanding, which is directed to 
things finite, resulted simply from the estrangement from tliat 
unity of the divine life of immediate intuition ; and the true 
destination of the soul is to be purified, and to return once more 
to that life which consists in .the pure, immediate intuition of 
God ; or, since the life of the spirit was changed to a life of 
the soul by the quenching of the heavenly fire, the soul is to 
be again transfigured into spirit. f 

His theory of the soul’s preexistence is opposed to the doctrine 
of the Creationists , who taught that each individual soul is 
formed by an immediate creative act of God (a doctrine which 
seemed to him irreconcilable with the love and the justice of 
God, which extend equally to all his creatures), and also to 
Tertullian’s Traducianism (or the doctrine of the generation 
of souls) — which he regarded as gross and sensual. In order 
to be able to maintain his own peculiar and speculative theory 
of the origin of souls, without clashing with the teaching 

* Homil. IV. in Jes. s. 1. 

f Ua^d 0t<rdvr*urm k&) riiv 'J'vj'/v t**v d<ro rev £$fv ret <rnuptctri 

yiyenv h v«v ytv«[M\fi v/'WX*}* vevs tr£{ evv yiyen xott ypvx*i «««£*■ 

hvSufftx. y'mreti vevf. n. h H. c. 8. Compare the similar view of the 
Gnostics above. 
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of the church, he insisted (as he had before done in defending 1 his 
theory of a creation antecedent to the creation of this tem- 
poral world) that these points had been left undecided by the 
church. 

But on the doctrine concerning an adherent corruption of 
human nature he expressed himself precisely in the same 
manner as the teachers of the North- African church. He 
could speak of a mystery of the birth,* through which every 
individual tliat comes into the world needs purification ; and in 
defence of this view appealed to the same texts of scripture 
which others adduced to support the doctrine of original sin. 
Only lie traced this condition of human nature to another 
source ; namely, to the personal guilt of each fallen heavenly 
spirit in an earlier state of existence. Now, according to 
Origen’s theory, this corruption was not the same in all ; but 
its degree depended on the degree of the previous guilt. 
Although he considered Adam to be a true, historical person, 
yet he regarded him in no other light than as the first in- 
carnate soul which had fallen from the heavenly state of 
existence. Like the Gnostics, he too gave a symbolical expla- 
nation of the narrative of Paradise ; representing it as the 
symbol of a higher spiritual world, Adam being the type of 
mankind at large, of all fallen souls, j 

In his work 7 npl apxujv, Origen — here too agreeing with the 
Platonists and with many of the Gnostics — had admitted the 
doctrine (as one which at least could not be directly disproved) 
that fallen souls might, through total degeneracy, sink as low 
as the bodies of brutes, j But as his system differed essentially 
from the Neo-Platonic, by insisting on the moral, teleological 
principle peculiar to Christianity, his principles, as they became 
more clearly fixed in his mind, must have ultimately led him 
to reject altogether the doctrine of such a transmigration of 
souls, as inconsistent with that end of purification which pre- 


* M vtrrvptov rng ym<ria>g. 

f C. Cels. 1. 4, S. 40 J Ov% ourwg ivog wot, dig orioi oXov rou ytvoug 
rtivra ipuerxovrog tov Btiov Xoyeu. It is reconcilable with this that Origen, 
in speaking of Adam on other occasions, expressed himself wholly aftei' 
the manner of the church , as in Joann. T. I. s. 22 ; T.’XIII. S. 34. He 
might understand the language in his own sense, especially in homilies , 
to which the gnosis did not properly belong. Horn. XIV. in Jerem. 

I Seethe dreek fragment t. h I. Orig. ed. dela Rue, T. I.f. 76. 
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supposes the continuance of consciousness.* The doctrine 
which, in agreement with the ethico-teleological point of view, 
he held of the soul’s purification being carried on by a con- 
tinual process up to its final restoration , forms rather the 
direct opposite to that hypothesis of a cycle of metempsychoses , 
which grew out of the predominant habit of contemplating the 
course of nature. 

Origen, like the Gnostics, placed in man’s fallen nature 
three principles, the <rapKitcov, the \pv^iKov, and the TrvevfmriKov ; 
and also supposed three different stages or positions of human 
nature corresponding to these principles. But he differed from 
them in one essential point. As he acknowledged all human 
souls to be the same in kind, so he held that the original prin- 
ciple of all was the same, and consequently he represented the 
different stages as resulting, not from any original difference 
of natures, but from the predominance of some one or other 
of those principles determined by the different tendencies of 
the will. The spirit ( Trvsvfia ) is the highest element in man’s 
nature ; it is that which is immediately divine, that whereby 
man is connected with a higher order of things — the organ 
through which alone he is capable of understanding divine 
things. It is not liable to be affected by evil, or to be cor- 
rupted or alloyed by anything foreign. Nothing evil, nothing 
but what is divine, can proceed from it.f At most it can 
only retire wholly out of view and become dormant through 
man’s guilt, — being hindered from revealing itself and from 
acting by the predominance of sense, of the lower faculties of 
the soul, of a worldly temper. In the words of the Apostle St. 
Paul, concerning an opposition between the works of the flesh 
and the works of the spirit, Origen finds a confirmation of his 
opinion, since he refers the latter to the spirit in man, as 
contradistinguished from the flesh, —the active principle in all 
that is good 4 The reaction of the inward presentiment of 
God and of conscience against ungodliness he derives from 
this irvevfjLa . Herein is revealed a commanding, judging, 

♦ See c. Cel&'l* III. c. 76; II. 16, in Jerem., where he speaks of 
metempsychosis in a parabolical sense, carefully guarding against the 
misconception which would arise from taking his language literally. 

f ' Anirlltxrov ruv ro *n vftet. In Joann. T. XXXII. s. 11. 

X T* xttXXtrra. xeto<roi Xtyevrai umt rev zrvtv/ttxrof, ol% us «v eltiSun 
r tfy rod Ay'iou, dXXa. rod dvSpunu. 
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punishing power, superior to the soul itself.* Those men in 
whom the soul surrenders itself entirely to the guidance of this 
'jrvevfjLa, in whom this faculty is predominant, are on this ac- 
count denominated spiritual men, trvevfjLariKoL f In the ease 
of those who are the true saints, the unity of the whole; life is 
grounded on the fact of its being determined by this Tvcv/jta, 
— this is the governing principle of their whole life* Living 
in the spirit, all they do and sutler proceeds from it — it is that 
which gives their conduct its true import and significancy,} 
From this point of view Origen ought to have been led to see 
(what seems to lie at the basis of all that is here said) that it is 
by this unity grounded in the godlike alone (the essence) that 
the destination of human nature can find its completion, its 
fulfilment, — that the true end of man consists in this very 
thing. Yet he says that, where St. Paul opposes the xvcv/ia- 
tlkoq to the \jivyiicoc (1 Cor. ii. 14, 16), he describes the latter 
only, and not the former, as men ; since man consists of body 
and soul, but the TryevyariKoc is more than man.§ And this 
form of expression is not a mere isolated exaggeration, pos- 
sessing no farther meaning or bearing on the fundamental 
principles of his theology, but it stands closely connected 
with that leading tendency, already described, which inclined 
Origen, both in theory and in practice, to regard the godlike 
not as the truly human element, but as something super- 
human, — a tendency in which we recognised the reaction of a 


* In’ his commentary on Romans, 1. II. where Origen refers what St. 
Paul says concerning conscience to the workings of this tnv/ia, he ex- 
presses himself, acc ording to Jerome’s translation, as follows : Quia ergo 
tantam ejus video libertatem, quae in bonis quidem gestis gaudeat semper 
et exsultet, in malis vero non arguatur, sed ipsam animam, cui cohaeret, 

reprehendat et arguat, arbitror, quod ipse sit spiritus, qui ab apostolo 
esse cum animo dicitur, velut paedagojpxs et quidam sociatus et rector, ut 
earn de melioribus moneat vel de culpis castiget et arguat. Ed. Lomm. 
T.VI.p. 107. 

^ Oy xxra fitroxw Imxgetrovraif %£nfJMr/%u o titvfjMnxos. In Joann. 


| *0f yag o elyicg £» % rnufiari, tgoxurag%ovn ruv u ru xat rcLtnjf 
K&i ivxh xa) rev x$e% Biov v/ivev, our us *** rt tor «v vetti, 
*oiu tnvfixrty akka xai tdrxtt tnvfian, In Joann. T. XXXII. S. 11a 

§ 'Hpus OV fidrrti avroi [the Apostle Paul] Qotft %i M rev tnvfia- 
rtxev flit tfornBuxivai re oLvB^ueret, Mptrrev yao % elvBfttes o tvtVfMtrtxis, 
rev ijrot iv ypjOCV * b n «v ruvafiQerjieoit x*t*xrntfapkw' evx* % 

xa) iv ry revrm Buertpy, emv/iart ; L. 0. T. II. 8. 15. 
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principle which, belonging to the old world,* still remained 
to be vanquished by Christianity. And connected with this 
distinction of the it vivfia from the m the P ure ty human 
element, is his doctrine that those in whom the sur- 

rendered itself to the guidance of the Trvevjxa would persevere 
in the unity of the existence thus animated by the irvEVfm, and 
in the perfected state of their essence, as soon as they should 
be thoroughly penetrated by the TrvEVfia, would rise to a higher 
life after death. On the other hand those, in whom the \pvxv 
always resists the Tvev/ia, would after death be forsaken by the 
' latter, which would return to God from whom it came, while 
they themselves, separated from the 7rvevfia, would be given 
up to woe ; f — a doctrine which it is very difficult to reconcile 
with Qtigen’s idea of a purifying process going on after death, 
and of an universal restoration as the final end of all things. 
Moreover he ascribed to this TrvEVfia — as follows from his idea, 
which we have already unfolded, of the relation subsisting 
between the rational being and God — no self-government, 
no independent self-subsistence, but regarded it as the organ 
destined to receive into itself and to represent the workings of 
the Divine Spirit. According to his doctrine the TrvEVfia. in 
man can be active only by its connection with the Divine 
Spirit.^ 

As Origen then supposed a threefold division of human 
nature, so he distinguished three different stages of moral de- 
velopment ; according as the 7rm^Lia, the OT the <rdp£ 

predominated. The second stage, where the personal /, 
estranged from God, is uppermost (though there may coexist 

♦ Thus by Aristotle (Ethic. Nicomach. X. 7) the contemplative life, as 
the divine, which answers to the godlike in man, to the vovg, is placed 
above the practical, which he considers to be the purely human : il BiTov 
S volte vrpos tov net) o xttrot toutov fi/ot $uc; orgog ‘rov avfyeumvov fZtov ; 

and yet he says of the vvg — roZro fuZkio-ra eivSganrof. 

f The passages which we here cite are taken from works which have 
only been preserved to us in Latin translations ; the fidelity of which, 
however, on these points, we have no reason to suspect. Commentar. 
ep. ad Rom. 1. II. o» 9, p. 108, ed. Lomm. Hie ipse spiritus est, qui 
cohseret animabus justoram. Si veto inobediens ei anima et contumax 
fherit, dividetur ab ea post exoessum. Commentar. series in Matth. c. 
62, T. IV. p. 352, ed. Lomm. 

t In Matth. T. XIII. s. 2 : 'jErip* J \mi to rod Btev vruu/ua., x&v tv 
nfjuv J, *•«#* to mxZfJM ixxffTw xvB^tou to it xut£ j which latter he 
here also distinguishes from the 
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with it a certain dominion over sense), where the soui follows 
its egoistic inclinations, is the stage of a certian merely 
worldly cultivation, of an intelligent Egoism, where, though 
no enthusiasm for moral goodness impels the man, still moral 
evil does not break out into any violent excesses, — where, in 
short, as Origen expresses it, the man is neither cold nor hot. 
This stage, considered in itself, holds the middle place be- 
tween the two others ; yet it may be asked from which point 
is it easiest to attain the divine life? Origen proposes the 
question whether the oapKncoz (the carnal man) might not be 
led more easily than the \pv%iK6e (the spiritual man) to a convic- 
tion of sin, and thereby to true conversion.* Connected here- 
with is Origen’s idea that, in the same way as a wise physician 
will sometimes call forth the elements of disease lurking in the 
body, and by means of his art cause other disorders to arise 
from them, with the view of expelling by this expedient the 
elements of disease which threatened to destroy the entire or- 
ganism ; so God places men in situations where the evil lurk- 
ing in their nature is stimulated to violent outbreaks, in order 
to bring them thereby to a consciousness of their moral dis- 
order, and of its pernicious effects, and so to heal them the 
more easily and radically, f In this sense he explains the 
scriptural expression, God hardens the heart, and the like. 

As Origen regarded the self-determination of the free will in 
the creature as the original ground of all the diversities existing 
among rational beings, so he also supposed it was likewise this 
which conditions the whole subsequent process of purification 
and development, including all its stadia up to the final goal of 
restoration.}; Accordingly, it is with him an important point 
to define the notions of God’s foreknowledge and of pre- 
destination as contradistinguished from the doctrine of an 

* n*£# 1. III. c. 4. 

t See de orat. c. 29, and the fragment of the commentary on Exod. c. 
x. 27 ; in the 2Gth chapter of the pXexaxlee, and in the 2nd vol. ed. de la 
Hue, f. 111. “citmg it/ viva/v trufianxm vrccSn/xarc ov, its (odSos roZ, iV 
our us utu, xi^ugnxoros xaxoZ, o largos tit iotitpanusv rtvuv <petgpdxvv 
tkzti xeu 1 onra'dra.i rrytv vX*jv f (fiXtypendt %aXtotdt tfAfotwv xai Zixt^wut xal 
•rovous *Xi!ovas uv u%i ns, ourus otfAUi xa) rov Shov olxovopuv rm xpuQiov 
xxxlav tit to BxSog xs%to(tjzv/*» rvit T. VIII. p» 305, ed. 

Lomm. 

X To» Gio’v txaernv olxovopuT* afoguvrx tit rn* dlltov ttirm 

at) i%ovrxv ro avrt^outnov. De orat. 8. 29. 
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dpapficvq, or of an unconditional necessity. He teaches that 
Gpd, having taken into view. all the different bents of will, 
and all the possibilities of which they were the condition,* 
arranged accordingly the plan of the universe. He distin- 
tinguishes, in moral evil, an objective and a subjective neces- 
sity. Even though an existing moral evil must exhibit itself 
in this or that determinate form, still it is not therefore neces- 
sary that this or that determinate evil should be brought about 
by this or that particular individual.! 

From the exposition already given of Origen’s doctrine 
respecting the relation of the spiritual world to God, and of 
the' spirit ( irvtvpd ) in man to the Holy Spirit ( irvtvfxa ayiov)j 
little doubt can remain as to the way in which grace and free 
will are, in his system, made to harmonize with each other. 
In this view he says, “ As the good thrift of husbandry 
requires the coming together of two factors, the husband- 
man’s own activity and the blessing of God ; so, in order 
to goodness in rational beings, there must be their own free 
will and the power of God to uphold the good purpose.^ 
But man’s free will and God’s assistance are both necessary, 
not only to becoming good, but also to perseverance in virtue 
when once attained ; since even the perfect man would fail, 
if he became proud of his goodness, and ascribed it to himself 
— if he failed to give the honour which is due to Him who 
bestowed on him all chiefly by which he was enabled both to 
attain to virtue and to persevere in it.§ 

From what then in the Anthropology of this period we 
* have found to have been held in common by all, it is evident 
that, not only — as was the case even among the Gnostics — the 
doctrine of a Redeemer found a sympathy in the need of re- 
demption universally felt, but also — and this constituted the 
difference between the Anthropology of the church and that of 
the Gnostics — that none supposed human nature to be so beset 
with moral evil as to exclude the possibility of a complete appro- 

* See the commentary on Genesis. 

f ’Amy** trri, ravrtt $vu miyxn rt>ZU rms. In Matth. 

T. XIII. s. 22. 

I To viv Xt ym$v mym&b finrb irr„ U T% 
euftnmurnt tun t/xtmt ry ra xdkXtffra 

$ From the commentary on if. IV. Philocal. c. 24, ed. Lomm. T. 
XI. p.450. 
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priation of it' by the Redeemer. Hence, from the very first, 
the mind of the church was gradually developed ill antagonism 
with Docetism under all its forms and degrees. This oppo- 
sition to Docetism is strongly marked in such passages of the 
epistles ascribed t6 Ignatius as by their stamp of antiquity 
form a decided contrast to the prevailing tone of these letters. 
It is here said of the Docetee, in an original way, " They, who 
would make nothing but a spectre of Christ, are themselves 
like spectres — spectral men.”* And Tertullian says to the 
Docetae, “ How is it that you make the half of Christ a lie ? 
He was all truth.” f “ You are offended,” he says in another 
place, J “ when the child is nourished and fondled in its swad- 
dling clothes. This reverence shown to nature you despise — 
and how were you born yourself ? Christ , at least, loved man 
in this condition. For his sake he came down from above ; 
for his sake he submitted to every sort of degradation, to death 
itself. In loving man he loved even his birth, even his 
flesh.” 

In opposition no less to Docetism, which, taking offence at 
a Christ in the form of a servant, would acknowledge none but 
a glorified Christ, than to the aesthetic Paganism which idol- 
ized the beautiful, § the person of our Saviour was repre- 
sented as being without form or comeliness, as that of one 
whose outward appearance contradicted the glory within — 
a notion which was based partly on a passage in the 53rd 
chapter of Isaiah, too literally understood, and partly on mis- 
interpreted passages in the gospels. Tertullian says, || u This 
was the very thing which excited men’s wonder as to every- 
thing else in Him when they said, Whence hath this man this 
wisdom and these mighty works ? The exclamation comes from 
men who even thought they might despise his form.”^ 

If we here compare Tertullian with the Alexandrians, we 
see at once the great advantage which the former, from de 
riving everything solely from his own Christian conscious 
ness, possessed over the latter, whose notions had been blended 
with other elements of a foreign culture*— in short, by his 

* Awrai to Wt~v ovrtf ttffufixrot xai 'betifMvtxoi. Ep. ad Smyrn. S. 2. 

t Quid dimidias mendacio Christum ? Totus veritas fuit. De carne 
Christi, c. 5. % L. c. c. 14. 

$ See vol. I., the Introduction. J| De came Christi, c. 9* 

Nec human sc honestatis corpus fuit, nedum ccelestis daritatig. 

VOL. II. 2 B 
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decided tendency to view Christianity in a real light. We 
have already, in our exposition of Gnosticism, remarked how 
close a connection subsisted between the peculiar essence of 
the Christian system of morals and the views entertained con- 
cerning the person and life of Christ. The contemplation of 
Christ's life was destined to give birth to a new ethical standard, 
and from it was to proceed the peculiar principle of the Chris- 
tian system of morals. But in those cases where the ethical 
principle itself was adulterated by the influence of other prin- 
ciples which had been conjoined with the Christian, this cor- 
ruption reacted also on the views entertained of the person and 
life of Christ. An instance of this kind has been already noticed 
in the case of the Gnostics ; and the same result may be observed 
in the writings of Clement of Alexandria. Founding his judg- 
ment on that moral system which demanded an absolute 
estrangement from all human feelings, and which made the 
Neo-Platonic philosophers, and other ascetics of that period, 
ashamed of their own bodies, he was incapable of understand- 
ing such a revelation of the divine life in the pure human form 
as was presented in the person of Christ. Instead of the 
pure human character, he was for the superhuman. Chri9t 
was to represent the Ideal of the renunciation of sense — of a 
life wholly independent of the sensible ; unaffected by sensuous 
impressions, by any wants, such as hunger or thirst, by feelings 
of pain, by agreeable or disagreeable Sensations : He was, in 
short, the ideal of a perfect air&Sua. The incarnate Logos 
must in his essence have been superior to such things ; and 
so the genuine Gnostic, in imitation of him, should strive to 
attain, by the efforts of his will, to a similar apathy. He 
says characteristically, “ It would be absurd to suppose that in 
the case of our Saviour the body, as such, required for its sup- 
port the care necessary to us ; he ate, not for the body’s sake, 
for this was preserved by a divine power.” * Now this prin- 
ciple might have led him to a Docetism of his own. The con- 
templation of Christ, as lie is presented in the gospel history, 
exercised, however, too great a power over him, — the historical 
truth was a thing of too much weight with him to allow him 


* ’Eci rou ffHTtigof To riu.it urcttruv u; cifta rut doayxalat ioru^t/riat 
tit 'biOLfttvt\v y'tkmf «* 1*17, l^ttyvi yap eu i/d to rifta > ivvdftu rvvtxo/Mvov 

ky\a. Strom. 1, VI. f. 649. 



CLEMENT. 


371 


to come to such a conclusion. He would go no further than 
to say that Christ was not subject by any necessity of nature to 
those various wants and affections ; but that of his own free 
choice He became subject to them, out of voluntary conde- 
scension and for the welfare of man, and in order to give, such 
a proof of the reality of His humanity as should leave no room 
or pretext for Docetism.* ** We must, however, do Clement 
the justice to acknowledge that, along with this distempered 
element, there was in his ethical tendencies (so far as tlley 
were influenced by his contemplation of the life of Christ^) 
much which was sound and healthy— as, for instance, when in 
another passage he is speaking against the ascetical contempt 
of the body, he says, Christ would not with the health of the 
soul have restored that of the body also, if there were really 
any enmity between the body and the soul. J 

With the line of thought which caused Clement to over- 
look the purely human element in Christ, the other, which led 
him, from exaggerated notions of the servant-form, to imagine 
that Christ possessed an uncomely person, would seem to stand 
in direct contradiction. And of himself undoubtedly he 
never would have arrived at any such view. Having however 
received it by tradition from the church, he contrived to make 
it harmonize with his own peculiar habits of thought, by 
adopting' the following application of it. Since, he observes, 
the Godlike presents itself in this mean, uncomely shape, men 
should be led thereby to despise sensuous beauty, and to soar 
by spiritual contemplation from the sensuous to the Godlike, 
which is exalted above all tlxat partakes of sense. § No one, 
for instance, should, by admiring the beauty of their form, be 

* Accordingly he says of Christ, cvr\u S b, %U o* ollh 

tfagt/rivs rxi Ktvnfj,et TaSnriKov, ourt b^ovb oun \viry). 

T Compare the remarks in Vol. I. p. 386, on the reaction of the 
Christian spirit in Clement, against a one-sided ascetic tendency. 

** 11 b b rtjf 'j'Uxbi airy rbv 

V vytuet; irtrxiu&v (probably it should read, according to Hervet's 
emendation, eKwdfy *) ; he would not have taken the hostile under 
his protection. Strom. 1. Ill, f. 460. 

§ The words of Clement respecting Christ are, *Ev /mv xulbt (as, 
beyond all doubt, the reading should be), as may be gathered from the 
following context, and from the allusion to Isa. liii. 2 : htXnkuStv xeti 

in to dubs xa) arvpcotTdv rbs xlrta-s iorofalmiv hpMS 

Strom. 1. III. f. 470. 


2 B 2 
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thereby misled into giving less heed to the substance of 
Christ’s discourses.* 

This view of Christ’s person, as one who appeared in the 
form of a servant, in Origen’s mind took a different shape, more 
in harmony with the whole spirit of his system. We explained 
formerly the connection between his doctrine of the different 
stages in Christianity and his idea of the different forms of 
manifestation of the divine Logos. The Logos becomes all 
things to all, in a far higher sense than that in which St. Paul 
would say it of himself. Now Origen applied this view to 
Christ’s temporal appearance. He becomes all things to all 
men, appears to them in different forms, suited to their recipi- 
ency. To some he reveals Himself in his glory, in a celestial 
light which spreads from Himself to His word ; so that, hav- 
ing come in this higher way to the knowledge of Christ himself, 
they can now, for the first time, understand it in the plenitude 
of its meaning — nay, in a light which reflects itself even on the 
Old Testament, which thereupon becomes transfigured by its 
relation to Christ, now at length known in his glory. To others 
he appears only in the form of a servant, as one without form 
and comeliness — namely, to those who are unable to rise be- 
yond the temporal appearance, to the contemplation of the 
Logos who reveals himself in it.f According to this view the 
Christ of the transfiguration, and the Christ without form or 
comeliness, as men ordinarily represented him, would be 
nothing less than the designations of two different ways — de- 
pendent on the recipiency of the subject — of contemplating 
one and the same Christ, whom in his divine exaltation all 
were not in a condition to know. Thus to Origen it must 
have appeared indispensable that the mass of believers should 
frame to themselves the conception of Christ as of one who 


* Oh fiMTfiv viSikfunv ihrtku %£i{<ra.<r$hti <Tufjut.ro; fiooQr,, Sv a. fin ns ro vgetiov 
ifteuv u* xeti to xakkos d.$l<rrnreu rm ktyofiiwv xet) ro7g xcltx- 

[iwrofitvots (this latter word offers here no good sense. It can neither 
mean, — what should he left behind , nor what has been left behind. I 
have scarcely a doubt that the correct reading is xa.ra&kirrofiivots- More- 
over, the composition with xuru has a force in this connection — the 
looking downward to the object of sense, instead of upward — iW (Zktoru* 
vr£os rot yonrot) ot(oemnx*>* t d.rertfivnreu rm nnrm. Strom. 1. VI. f. 690. 
f *0 rvrbo fiakkov JJxikov rots orotrt orxvret ytvofitve;, 'loot robs oravrots ** fthnvy. 

In Joann. T. XX. s. 28 ; and in respect to the txoofold fiorin in which 
Christ appeared, in Matt T. XII. s. 37. 
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appeared without form or comeliness. Their whole view of 
Christ and Christianity (which, at the position they occupied, 
could take no other shape) reflected itself under this particular 
form. And accordingly he must have considered the trans- 
figuration simply as a symbol of that higher form of beholding 
in w hich Christ presented himself to his more advanced dis- 
ciples.* Yet, while Origen regarded particular facts as sym- 
bols of universal ideas, or of u general stadium in the evolution 
of the spiritual life, he by no means denied, in so doing, the 
objective reality of such facts, which at the same time answered 
to a more universal idea ; and accordingly, in his mind, this 
more general view of the transfiguration of Christ in no wise 
precluded its historical reality. If Origen was prone to ex-, 
plain away the objective into the subjective, so, on the other 
hand, he was inclined to represent the subjective as something 
objective, of which we have already seen many examples. 
And thus it happened that the profound idea of the necessa- 
rily manifold gradations in men’s views of Christ assumed an 
objective shape to his mind, as so many different forms which 
Christ assumed relatively to the different positions held by the 
men with whom he had intercourse. As the number of the 
forms of revelation ( ^oocpai ) in which the Logos presents 
Himself to the spiritual world belongs to his essential cha- 
racter, so in tins respect also Christ in his own temporal 
appearance mirrored forth the activity of the Logos himself. 
It pertains to his peculiar and essential character that he had 
no unchangeable, determinate form, but appeared, according 
to the different characters of men, to some in the lower form 
of a servant — to others divested of this form, and in a shape 
of light in affinity with his godlike nature. In this way did 
Origen explain to himself the fact of the transfiguration, and 
several other phenomena in the gospel history.*) - The whole 

* See c. Cels. 1. IV. c. 16, where he says of those who received the 
account of Christ’s transfiguration too literally and sensuously, M« vowxv* 

rtf retf us sv ttrroptctif Xi yofitvxt fttrxQokotf % fjtirx(ieg(putrttt rev 'lrxrov. 

t C. Cels. 1. VI. c. 77 : To' *■**«; ikarrov rev eeltfjuaroi aitrov ergot foiir oguct 
Jj * r v **' vovro roievro tpxnofAtm, oXcTov.tiu ixxtrrty fakir u<rb at. 

This is applied to the transfiguration, of which he at the same time says, 

n xat ftufrixov o koyet, derxyyikkm retf rev *lnrtZ 'biatfogovf jjbegfxf ava- 
tpigtrSeti irt rnv rev Suev koyev in the sense already expounded. In 
perfect harmony herewith is the passage which has been preserved to 
us only in the Latin translation : Quoniam non solum duce form® in eo 
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view was closely connected with his notions of the fundamental 
matter of the corporeal world, as something indeterminate, 
and which was to run through various metamorphoses from 
the higher to the lower.* 

The complete victory over Docetism implied the complete 
recognition of the pure human nature in Christ ; and the latter 
was impossible apart from the supposition that he possessed a 
human soul. Yet this particular point did not at first stand 
forth clearly and fully developed before the dogmatic conscious- 
ness. At most the two conceptions, the Xoyoc in his essential 
divinity, and the <rapE, from which all the human characteristics 
proceeded, were clearly separated and distinguished from the 
very first. True, if men were disposed to carry through the 
identity of Christ’s person with the human nature, they must 
necessarily have been driven to ascribe to him a soul with 
human feelings ; but still all this, as we see from the example 
of Irenseus, was referred simply to the o-dpE, the flesh taken 
from the earth, j Although this same father says that Christ 
gave his own body for our body, and his own \pvrfi for our 
ityvyji ; and we are constrained, in this distinction, to under- 
stand by the term ypvxfh not life, but the soul;} yet, at least, 
he makes no further use of this distinction, in other cases, 
where he speaks of Christ as man. Justin seems to have 
applied the common trichotomy of man’s nature to Christ, 
with the following modification : Christ, as the God-man, con- 
sisted, like every other man, of three parts — the body, the 

fderunt, una quidem, secundum quam omnes eum videbant, altera autem 
secundum quam transfiguratus est coram discipulis in monte, sed etiam 
unicuique apparebat secundum quod fuerat dignus. Commentar. Series 
in Matth. s. 100. Ed. Lomm. T. IV. p. 446. 

* Ow Setv/t&eLrrov <r«v Qvtru rgttrrfa xa) akketuryv xtu vrotvyg vrotoryros fa o 
jf fisukirat titxnxfa <>ri fiXv vroioryrx, xetB* fa kiytreti to’ ovk i7%tv 
iTieg ouli xakkosj on h ovrus tvhfav xeu xetretTkyxnxfa xui Sa.vju.etff'rfa, ug tort 
trgMwrftv vrurtTv roug Shardit. c. Cels. 1. VI. s. 77. 

f The emotions excited at the approach of death are classed under 
the rvfAf&ok* vyg l<ro yvs ttky/u/xiyyt. Lib. III. c/22. 

J See the words of I rente US, 1. V. C. 1. S. 1 : TZ aipetn kuTftaar&fiivou 

flfxZt rev xvg'tcv xet) %ovto{ rfa V<rig tZv yublTiouv xa.) rfa aagxa 

Tfiv Uvrov dw) rZ* aot^xuy. As the thought here is, that Christ 

surrendered to Satan — who claimed a power over man’s soul and body 
— his own body, as a ransom for the men whom he held captive, 
the word here can hardly be understood otherwise than of the human 
soul. 
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animal soul (the lower principle of life), and the thinking 
reason ; but with this difference, that in Christ the place of 
the fallible human reason, which is but a ray of the divine 
reason, of the \oyoc,* * * § was held by the universal divine reason, f 
by the Xo'yoi: itself :J and therefore it was in Christianity alone 
that the universal revelation of religious truth, a revelation 
not disturbed by partial, one-sided representation, would be 
given.§ 

Tertullian was the first to express distinctly and clearly the 
doctrine that Christ possessed a proper human soul ; having 
been led to this by the views which he entertained in general 
concerning the relation of the soul to the body, and by the 
direction of his controversy mainly to the doctrine of the per- 
son of Christ in particular. He did not, like others, hold that 
human nature consisted of three parts, but only of two. He 
affirmed that the animating principle of the body was not 
a mere animal soul, distinct from the reasonable soul, but that 
in all living things there is but one animating essence, al- 
though in man the latter is endued with superior powers, that 
the thinking soul itself, therefore, is the animating principle 
of the human body. || If, then, Tertullian acknowledged but 
one soul $us the medium between the divine Logos and the 
body of Christ, he must necessarily have ascribed to Him 
a reasonable human soul. Again, he was engaged in contro- 
versy with a Valentinian sect, w r ho taught that Christ, instead 
of veiling his soul in a gross material body, so modified the 
ypv\rj itself that, like a body, it could be visible to men under 
the dominion of sense. Against these he maintained, that it 
was necessary to distinguish, in the person of Christ, as in the 
case of every man, soul and body, and what belongs to both ; 
that Christ, in order to redeem men, was under the necessity 
of uniting to himself a soul of the same kind as belongs pecu- 

* The trvrlp/jM Xey/xev, the >.oyaf ffti^fxariKos, the Xoyog xa.ro, fitgog. 

t A oyitcov to o'A.oV' 

t Apolog. II. s. 10. One might, however, be led to suspect that the 
words, kcu cZfjM xa.) xiyov kou ^vxnv, are the interpolation of a somewhat 
later hand, who wished to make Justin orthodox on this article, since 
this precise definition occurs nowhere else in Justin's writings, and 
does not come in here quite consistently. Still we mnst admit that the 
first reason is of little force, and the second of none at all, in the case of 
a writer like Justin. 

§ Justin is, in time, before Apollinaris. || De anima, c. 12. 
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liarly to man ; and so much the more as the soul constitutes 
man’s proper essence.* 

But still greater influence than Tertullian ever possessed 
was that which the systematizing intellect, and the conciliatory, 
apologetic bent of Origen, exercised in unfolding and establish- 
ing this doctrine in the church’s system of faith. In this matter, 
however, he did not proceed upon speculative principles, but 
upon an analogy drawn from the Christian consciousness. As 
the divine life in believers leads them back to Christ as its 
original source, it was, therefore, by the analogy of this union 
between Christ and believers, that he endeavoured to illustrate 
the union of the Logos with the human nature in Christ. If, 
as St. Paul says, believers become of one spirit with the Lord, 
this is true in a far higher degree with that soul which the 
Logos had taken into indissoluble union with himself. Ac- 
cording to the theory of Origen, it is in truth the soul’s original 
destination to surrender itself wholly to the Logos, and, by 
virtue of its communion with him, to live wholly in the divine 
element. Now that which in the case of other souls is found 
to be true only in the highest moments of the inner life — 
namely, that they pass wholly into union with the divine 
Logos, lose themselves completely in the contemplation of 
God — was, in the case of that soul, a continuous and unin- 
terrupted act, so that its entire life rose to the communion 
with the Logos : it became altogether deified.f 

As, moreover, Origen distinguished in every man J the spirit 
(vrvevfia) from the soul (\pvxh) in the more limited sense of 
die word, so too he applied here also this distinction. § As 
human nature in general attains to moral perfection in pro- 
portion as everything in it is determined by the spiritual 
principle (the irvevfxa), so this has been completely and per- 
fectly realized only by Christ. “ If this is so in the case of 
holy men, how much more must we affirm it of Jesus, the 
forerunner of all saints, in whose case, as He assumed the 
entire human nature, the itvvb\ia was the moving spring of all 
else that was human in Him !” || 

* De carne Christi, c. 11, and onwards. 

f Ov fM¥6v xMWttt a AX’ XCU atcutfXfif, tjj* lx tu$v Btontrot xixotvmn- 

xsmm, tit 3t«v fAtrafitfitiniuu. 

X See above. § See above. 

|j In Joann. T. XXXII. S. 1 1 Oo to irvtuua TOO txp$g*freo tv r£ dvtikytyi- 
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But, as we have often remarked, a leading point in Origen’s 
system was that in the spiritual world everything depends on 
the moral bent of the will. To this general law in the divine 
order of the world he could not allow that the highest dig- 
nity to which any soul had attained formed any exception.- 
That soul had merited, by the true bent of its will, by the love 
whereby it had remained constantly united with the divine 
Logos, to become, in the m'anner above described, wholly one 
with him, wholly divine.* He explained the words in Ps. xlv, 
5, as referring to such a fusion of this soul with the Logos, 
as they had deserved by the direction of their will. 

But here arises a question of some importance in its bearing 
on the system of Origen. Had the intelligence which was 
taken into such indissoluble fellowship with the Logos been 
affected by the general defection and fall of the creature, and 
did it differ from all other intelligences which had in some 
way or other departed from that original unity, only by the 
circumstance that, in surrendering itself to the divine Logos, 
the universal Redeemer, it had become not only freed from 
all the consequences of that defection, but also elevated to a 
higher community with God than it ever possessed, and thereby 
precluded from the possibility of any future separation ? Or 
did this intelligence take no part whatever in the defection of 
the others? Was it secured- against this defection by the 
steadfast perseverance of its fellowship with the Logos ; and 
by the same means did the divine life, which it first received 
into itself by the bent of its will, pass wholly into its essence ? 
If we assume the latter to be agreeable to the general ideas of 
Origen, an important consequence would follow in relation to 

»*j eturov ekev uvS^uerov re iv uurZ ra kotret iv abrZ dvSpuvrnet. A 

dogmatico-ethical remark : but which Origen — as he often did, in intro- 
ducing his own doctrinal and speculative distinctions into the scriptures 
— would base upon a text, from which, however, in its literal sense, 
the remark is altogether foreign, viz. — the r$ *nvfiun” 

John xiii. 21. 

• n. 1* II. c. 6. c. Cels. 1. II. c. 9 ; 1. III. c. 41. In Joann. T. I. 
s. 30; T. XIX. s. 5, where he says, quite in the Platonic manner, 'H 

rou'lnerev ifivoktrivtftivri rS ?ku xorptu Ui/vy — the xoffpot vovros, vZv 

Run, synonymous with the vovs or the koyes itself — zed erzvra eti/rev i/jertpt- 
tp%ep.ivn xai %upetyeuy*vtra |«r’ uvrov revs pctSnnvofAivovs* In Joann. T. 
XX. s. 17 ; T. III. opp. ed. de la Rue, f. 226. In Matth. f. 344 et 423 ; 
T. XIII. s. 26 ; T. XVI. s. 8. Commentar. ep. ad Rom. lib. I. T. V. p. 
250, ed. Lomm. In Jerem. Horn. X,V, s. 6. 
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his principle of change in the creature. It would appear from 
this that he did not hold the defection from the original unity 
to be an absolutely necessary transition in the development of 
every creature ; for at least the example of this one intelli- 
gence would be evidence to the contrary. 

Now, when we reflect that, according to Origen’s theory, 
the vovq first became ipv\V by the fall, there seems good 
reason (especially as he carefully distinguishes, even in Christ, 
between the irviv/ia and the \pvxft) why, in the spirit of his 
theory, we should apply this principle also to the soul which, 
by the steadfast determination of its will, had attained to that 
indissoluble union with the Logos. We must therefore sup- 
pose that, as the spirit first became soul by its defection from 
the original unity, and as it is the end of restoration that the 
souls, returning to the original unity, should divest themselves 
of their psychical being and penetrate again to the pure life of 
the spirit, * — so, before all others, and in a still higher 
manner, this particular soul had attained to this end, and 
therefore became the mediatory instrument of conducting 
all other fallen souls to the same end. But it is nevertheless 
impossible to retain this view of the matter consistently with 
Origen’s general ideas. For in this case it would be implied 
throughout, that what in Christ is denominated a soul is not 
properly such ; we must all along assume that the soul in 
Christ, which had returned to the pure being of the yovc, 
had merely made itself like to the fallen souls, in order 
to their recovery, — had taken to itself an outward veil of psy- 
chical being, and entered into the contracted sphere and divided 
being of the psychical life, for the purpose of conducting it back 
again to that higher unity. And in truth we might find some 
confirmation of this view in the language of Or i gen. | But 
when we have once assumed the necessity of such a procedure 
in the case of the soul of Christ, which had returned to the 
pure life of the spirit, then the reason (derived from the gene- 

* Ouxtrt flint f) reuSufa — itrreu, on ovx, ttrrect $vx,fa De 

princip. 1. II. c. 8,s. 3. So he says, as an encouragement to martyrdom, 

Ei Stkeptv fifiuo wen rfa ^vxfaf IW oturnv dxokdfivfetv XQUrrovct 

fMt 0 TV(iy xvrfa* Ad Martyr, s. 12. 

j Tax* ‘4' t OC* l i h tJ} ixvrns rvy%dntMr* rikuornrt tv 

rZ> erkti^eifMtrt fa U«7$i* IgtXnXi timet, derwr&kSm doro red rairgof, fatkeefit 

re U rfa M etpUf trZfMt. In Joann. T. XX. s. 18. 
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ral bearing of Origen’s ideas) at once disappears, which com- 
pelled us to suppose that the intelligence which the Logos had 
taken into such a fellowship with himself must also have 
shared in the general defection of the creature. It now be- 
comes evident that Origen may have so conceived the matter 
as to suppose this intelligence to be one which from the begin- 
ning had not become a soul by falling, but which had only 
assimilated itself to the fallen souls by a voluntary humiliation. 
We shall thus be forced to the other view, which in many 
respects harmonizes better with Origen’s general system. It 
would now be quite consistent that this intelligence, which had 
always persevered in the original unity, should, on this very 
account, deserve to be appropriated by the Logos, as an organ 
indissolubly united with himself, for the purpose of extend- 
ing that redemption, which it did not need for itself, to other 
beings who were in want of it. This view becomes strengthened 
when we find Origen distinguishing this intelligence above all 
others, as one which, from the beginning of the creation, had 
ever continued inseparably united with the Logos,* * * § — where, 
however, we must understand by the creation the original one, 
and not that which was first occasioned by the fall. Accord- 
ingly he could designate this spirit as one which, free from 
all contact with the corporeal world, ever lived in the con- 
templation of the intelligible world (the Koafioc vovtoq ), the 
latter being identical with the Logos ; f for the defection from 
the original unity invariably implies, according to Origen’s 
doctrine, some contact or other with the corporeal world. 
Thus Christ might be said to be without sin, in a sense in 
which no other creature could, since that intelligence had 
never been touched by evil.J Although, by virtue of the 
mutable will which is characteristic of the creature, it was, 
like all others, subject to be tempted to evil, yet, since it stood 
this test where the others fell, therefore, by its unalterable 
submission to the Logos, it attained to a divine life exalted 
above all temptation to evil; and what was originally the 
work of its free will now became a second nature.! Yet, in 

* Ab initio creature et deinceps inseparabiliter ei inhcerens. De 
princip. 1. II. c. 5. s. 3. 

f In Joann. T. XIX. b. 5 ; ed. Lomm. T, II. p. 188. 

X In Joann. T. XX. s. 25. 

§ Quod in arbitrio erat positum, longi usu s affeetu jam versum in 
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so saying, Origen meant by no means to assert that the soul, 
when arrived at such an immutable state of the divine life, 
dispensed with the free will belonging to its own essence ; for 
in that case indeed, on his own principles, he certainly must 
have believed that such an essence would itself be annihilated. 
He ascribed to this soul, even after the incarnation of Christ, 
a self-determining power,* though persisting in union with 
the irvevfia, and thereby with the Logos. But here, if we ex- 
amine into the connection of his ideas, the question will arise, 
how, supposing he thought of this soul as having already 
attained to such perfection, he could still ascribe any human 
development to Christ in his earthly existence — how, in his case, 
this could be anything else than a mere appearance. And 
yet he believed he could fully receive all that is said in St. 
Luke ii. 40, of the progressive development of the child 
Jesus ; and this progress he considered to have its ground in 
the free will of Christ, f But, according to Origen’s doctrine, 
a similar difficulty attaches itself to the earlier, conscious, per- 
sonal existence of the soul generally, in the case of every 
human development. 

We have to mention one other particular point, in which 
the connection between Origen’s anthropology and christology 
is very clearly exhibited. Holding it as a general principle 

naturam. De principiis, 1. II. c. 5, s. 5. We may now refer also to 
those words of Origen in which he expressly guards against a conclu- 
sion which possibly might be drawn from his doctrine ; viz. that every 
rational creature must necessarily , at some time or other, yield to the 
temptation to sin. Sed non continuo, quia dicimus, nullam esse creatu- 
ram, quae non possit recipere malum, idcirco confirmamur, omnem natu- 
ram recepisse malum, id est malam effectam. L. c. 1. I. c. 8, s. 3. As 
the translation of Rufinus cannot be perfectly relied on, we should not ven- 
ture to make use of these words to determine what was Origen’s opinion, 
unless what we would prove from them might be gathered also from 
the general train and connection of his thought, as it has been shown in 
the text that it may. But in order to bring all Origen’s positions into 
harmony, we must suppose that he did not always use the in the 

same sense, but took it sometimes in a more general sense, to denote 
the spirit or intelligence generally, and sometimes in a more limited 
one, in contradistinction, to v«uf or xvtZftx. 

* By the if rnt In Matth. T. XIII. s. 26; ed. Lomxn. 

p. 267. 

f L. C. : s* rtu If ttfxTv rtjf ^vxtie eturev n tv prgoktir*} 

zmj wTt*s x *4 u hit*!?. By the last term Origen means the 
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that to the worthiness of each soul corresponds th e character 
of the instrument or organ given it as a body, in which its 
peculiar essence might stamp itself, he applied the same prin- 
ciple to the relation between the body and soul of Christ. 
The most exalted of all souls was veiled in the most glorious 
of all bodies ; — only, during its earthly existence, this glory 
was still hidden ; breaking forth, only at individual moments, 
on such individuals as were capable of receiving it, as a fore- 
token of what should one day come to pass. By virtue of 
Christ’s exaltation to heaven, this body (a thought which, as 
we have already seen, perfectly harmonizes with Origen’s 
doctrine of matter, as an element in itself undetermined and 
capable of endless modifications of form), this body is now 
freed from all the defects and limitations of the earthly exist- 
ence transfigured to an ethereal character, more nearly akin 
to the essence of the Spirit and of the divine life.* 

By the way in which Origen developed this doctrine, one 
difficulty which must have struck reflecting minds in consider- 
ing the doctrine of the incarnation of the Logos, though the 
many may never become conscious of it, was removed. The 
difficulty concerned the way in which the divine Logos could 
become united with a human body, and the purely human 
nature be transferred to him. This difficulty now vanished 
as soon as it was assumed that the Logos did not appropriate 
to himself the body immediately, but that he appropriated to 
himself the soul as his natural organ. Thus, also, it became 
possible to conceive of everything that belongs to human 
nature existing, unalloyed, in Christ. However, in place of 
the former difficulty, another now arose ; — how, in this com- 
bination with a human soul, persevering in its own indi- 
viduality, could the unity of Christ’s person and life be 
maintained. We have already seen how Origen supposed that 
this difficulty also might be surmounted. But this view seems 
to have given offence to many, who brought against him the 
accusation that, like many of the Gnostics, he distinguished 
from each other a superior and an inferior Christ, or a Jesus 
and a Christ ; or that he represented Jesus as a mere man, 
who differed from other holy men in nothing but the possession 

* See c. Cels. 1. I. c. 32 ; 1. II. c. 23 j 1. III. c. 42 ; 1. IV. c. 15 ; 1. 
VI. c. 75 et seq. On the ubiquity of the glorified body of Christ, see in 
Matth. T. IV. f. 887, ed. # de la Rue. 
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of a higher degree of fellowship with the Logos, and therefore 
only in degree.* Thus we see here, also, the germ of a con- 
troversy which sprang up in the following period. 

As regards the work of Christ as the Redeemer of mankind, 
we already find at this period, in the language employed by 
the Fathers on the point under consideration, all the elements 
which form the basis of the doctrine as it was afterwards 
defined by the church ; the elements which, grounded in the 
Christian consciousness itself, indicate how Christ mani- 
fested himself to the religious feelings and to the convictions 
thence resulting, as a deliverer from sin and its consequences, 
a restorer of harmony in the moral order of the universe, a 
bestower of divine life to human nature. But on this point no 
opposition had as yet arisen, such as would be likely to con- 
strain men to distinguish and accurately to analyze what was 
involved in their conceptions. In this period we hear, for the 
most part, only the language of immediate religious feeling and 
intuition ; and hence, in comparing the expressions of these 
fathers with the later doctrines of the church, men were 
liable to err both in ascribing to them more, and in finding in 
them less, than they really contained. 

The doctrine of redemption has a negative and a positive 
moment. The former ' relates to the removal of the disturb- 
ance which had been introduced into the moral order of the 
universe, by delivering man from its enmity with God j — the 
second, to the glorifying of mankind when delivered there- 
from, or to making it a partaker of the divine nature. As 
respects the first, a certain peculiarity in the mode of thinking 
on this point presents itself to our notice, which, as we meet 
with it under different modifications in men of the most diverse 
principles and tendencies, — in a Marcion, an Irenaeus, and an 
Origen, — we may consider as a general expression of the 
Christian consciousness of this period. The idea is this : 
Satan hitherto liad ruled mankind, over whom he had acquired 
a certain right, because, under the temptation to sin, the first 

* See the Apology of Pamphilus in behalf of Origen, T. IV. f. 35, 
and several of the passages above cited, in reference to his doctrine on 
the union of the Logos with the soul in Christ, — in which passages he 
considers it necessary to guard against any such misinterpretation of his 
doctrine ; as, for instance, in Matth. T. XVI. g. 8 , towards the end, 
where he adds, nx»j» fvatoot ol Xuu riv olvo rev X^tfrou. 
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man fell, and was thereby brought under servitude to the evil 
one. God did not deprive hun of this right by force, but 
caused him to lose it in a way strictly conformable to law. 
Satan attempted to exercise the same power which he had thus 
far exercised over mankind, on Christ, a perfectly holy being, 
whom he meant to treat like the rest, as a man in all respects the 
same with them ; but here his power was baffled, for he found 
himself overmatched. Christ, being perfectly holy, could not 
remain subject to the death which Satan, by means of sin, had 
brought on mankind. By Him, as the representative of man, 
the human race has been delivered, on grounds of reason and 
justice, from the dominion of Satan— he has no more claims 
upon it.* Marcion, as we formerly saw, simply transferred 
to the Demiurge that which in the view of the church was 
true of Satan. The basis of the whole theory is the idea of a 
real objective’ power, which the ungodly principle had ac- 
quired over humanity, which had made itself its slave, and 
of a real objective triumph over that power, by the re- 
demption, as a legal process in the history of the world, 
corresponding to the requisitions of the moral order of the 
universe. All that is necessary here is to distinguish the 
inadequate form, in which the fundamental idea has enveloped 
itself, from this idea itself. 

In Irena us we find combined with this negative moment a 
positive one, in which the original state of humanity is repre- 
sented as a perfectly holy life, enjoying the communication of 
a divine life, which should sanctify and refine it in all the 
stages of its development. His ideas on this subject, which 
are scattered through his writings, amount, when put together, 
nearly to what follow s : — “ The Word only of the Father Him- 
self could declare to us the Father ; and we could not learn 
from Him, unless the teacher himself had appeared among us. 

**This is what Irenasus refers to when he says (1. V. c. 1), Eationa- 
biliter redimens nos, redemptionem semetipsum dedit pro his, qui in 
captivitatem ducti sunt. Et, quoniam injuste dominabatur nobis aposta- 
sia, et, cum nature essemus Dei omnipotentis, alienavit nos contra natu- 
ram, suos proprios faciens discipulos, potens in omnibus Dei verbum et 
non deficiens in sua justitia, juste etiam adversus ipsam conversus est 
apostasiam ; non cum vi, sed secundum suadelam, quemadmodum ilia 
initio dominabatur nostri; sed secundum suadelam, quemadmodum 
decebat Deum suadentem, et non vim inferentem, ampere quae vellet, 
ut neque quod justum est confringeretur, neque anti qua plasmatio Dei 
deperiret. 
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Man must become accustomed to’ receive God into himself, 
and God, on his part, to dwell in humanity. The Mediator 
betwixt both must once more restore the union between them 
by His relationship to both ; He must pass through every age, 
in order to sanctify every age — in order to restore the perfect 
likeness with God, who is perfect holiness.* In a human 
nature which was like to that burdened with sin, he condemned 
sin, and then banished it, as a thing condemned, out of human 
nature, Bom. viii. 3 ; but he required men to become like him. 
Men were the prisoners of the evil one, of Satan ; Christ gave 
himself a ransom for the prisoners. Sin reigned over us, who 
belonged to God ; God delivered us, not by force, but in a way 
of justice, inasmuch as He redeemed those who were His own. 
If He had not, as man, overcome the adversary of man — if the 
enemy had not been overcome in the way of justice — and, on 
the other hand, if He had not, as God, bestowed tlie gift of sal- 
vation, we should not have that gift in a way which is secure. 
And if man had not been united with God, he could have had 
no share in an imperishable life.'f It was through the obe- 
dience of one man that many must become justified and obtain 
salvation, for eternal life is the fruit of justice. The import 
of the declaration that man is created in the image of God 
had hitherto not been clear, { for the Logos was as yet invisible. 
Hence man too easily lost his likeness with God. But when 
the Logos became man, He set the seal to both. He truly 
revealed that image by becoming, Himself, that which was His 
image ; and He exhibited incontestably the likeness of man to 
God, by making man like to God, who is invisible.” § 

In Irenseus the sufferings of Christ are represented as 
having a necessary connection with the righteous deliverance 

* See the remarks on a former page respecting the relation of the 

•I*** tO the iffttunt rev &MU. 

f The communication of a divine life to mankind through Christ, the 

Kwevf eLfSeqriav. 

X Two ideas are here to be taken together ; one (which may be found 
even lu Philo), that man, as the image of God, was created after the 
image of the Logos ; the other, that in the person of die God-man, as the 
original type of humanity, God designed to represent the ideal of the whole 
human nature. Limus ille jam turn imaginem induens Christ! futnri in 
came, non tantum Dei opus, sed et pignus filii, qui homo futuros certior 
et verior. Tertull. de came Christi, c. 6; adv. Praxeam, c. 12. 

§ Vid. Iren. 1. III. c. 20, Massuet (according to others, 22) ; 1. III. c. 
18 (20), 31; 1. V.c. 16. 
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of roan from the power of Satan. The divine justice displays 
itself in allowing even Satan to have hie due. Of a satisfac- 
tion paid by the sufferings of Christ t-o the divine justice not 
the slightest mention is as yet to be found ; but doubtless there 
is lying at bottom of all his views the idea of a perfect fulfilment 
of the law by Christ — of His perfect obedience to the holiness 
of God in its claims to satisfaction due to it from mankind. In 
Justin Martyr, however, we may recognise the idea of a satisfac- 
tion rendered by Christ through suffering ; such at least is the 
foundation of all his reflections, though perhaps it is not clearly 
unfolded nor held fast in the form of a conscious thought ; for 
Justin says,* “ The law pronounced a curse on all men, because 
no man could fulfil it in its whole extent (Deut. xxvii. 26). 
Christ by bearing it for us delivered us from this curse/' His 
train of thought here can be no other than this: — Cruci- 
fixion denotes curse, condemnation ; nothing of that sort could 
touch Christ, the Son of God, the Holy One : in reference to 
himself, this was only in appearance.f The import of this 
curse concerned mankind, who were guilty of violating the 
law, and were therefore involved in condemnation. In order 
to free mankind from this condemnation, which rested on 
them, Christ took it upon Himself. The for , in this case, 
passes naturally over to the instead. The author of the 
letter to Diognetus thus brings together the active and the 
passive satisfaction, yet with predominant reference to the 
former, when he reduces the whole to the love of God, which 
in itself required no reconciliation, and was itself the author of 
the reconciliation — “ God, the Lord and Creator of the universe, 
is not only full of love to man, but full of long-suffering. Such 
He is, and ever was, and such He will ever continue to be — . 
supremely kind, without anger, true, the alone good. He con- 
ceived a vast and ineffable counsel, which he communicated 
to none but his Son. So long as He reserved this as a hidden 
counsel in his own mind, he seemed to have no concern for us. 
He left us, during the ages past, to follow our lusts at will, 
not as though He could have any pleasure at all in our 
sins, but in order that we, having in the course of that time, 
by our own works, proved ourselves unworthy of life, might 
be made worthy by the grace of God ; and that we, having 

* Diah c. Tryph. Jud. c. 30, f. 322, ed. CoL 

f A OKOvffa. xccrccfa. f. 317. 

VOL. II. 2 C 
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shown our own inability to enter into the kingdom of God, 
might be enabled to do so by the power of God. But when 
the measure of our sins had become full, and it had been made 
perfectly manifest that punishment and death were ready to be 
our reward, he neither hated us nor spurned us, but showed us 
his long-suffering. He even took upon Himself our sins, He 
even gave his own Son a ransom for us, the Holy One for 
sin: for what else could cover our Sins but his righteous- 
ness?” 

According to the connection of ideas which has just been 
exhibited as peculiar to Origen, the highest end of Christ's 
earthly manifestation and ministry is to represent that divine 
activity of the Logos, which, without being confined to any 
limits of time or space, aims at purifying and restoring fallen 
beings. Accordingly, all his actions possess a higher symbolical 
import, to master which is the great problem of the Gnosis ; 
but thereby, as is shown in the case of his miracles, the saving 
effect which they are calculated of themselves to produce is by 
no means excluded; and in this way, alongside of his own 
views, Origen still maintains whatever was held by the general 
consciousness of all Christians relative to the redeeming suffer- 
ings of Christ. Under this head we find much that the general 
ideas of his system could never have led him to adopt, but to 
which he must have been carried by some other way quite inde- 
pendent of them. To speak of a feeling of sin, a sense of 
being forsaken of God, in the case of the soul of Christ, which 
he regarded as perfectly holy, exalted above all contact with 
evil— for all this there was neither ground nor occasion in 
his own speculative ideas. But many of the facts of the 
gospel history led him to recognise such a connection between 
Christ and the whole spiritual life of humanity that had es- 
tranged itself from God, as in virtue of it Christ felt the tres- 
pass of the latter as if it were His own — and what no concep- 
tion could grasp he was enabled to construe to himself by an 
intuition springing out of the inmost depth of his being. 
Thus he could affirm of Christ that which is intelligible only 
to him who is at home in the world of Christian consciousness : 
“ He bore in himself our infirmities, and carried our sorrows ; 
the infirmities of the soul, and the sorrows of the inner man ; 
on account of which sorrows and infirmities, which he bore 
away from us, he says that his soul is troubled and full of an- 
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gttish.” * And in another place — “ This man, the purest 
among all creatures, died for mankind : He who took on Him- 
self our sins and infirmities, because could take on Himself 
and so destroy, the sins of the whole world.” t 

Origen believed that by a hidden law, pertaining*to the 
moral order of the universe, the self-sacrifice of a perfectly holy 
being must serve to cripple the power of evil, and to emanci- 
pate the beings held by it in bondage. He saw a proof of 
this in the wide-spread opinion that innocent individuals had, 
by a voluntary sacrifice of themselves, saved whole populations 
and cities from impending calamities.]; In agreement with 
the prevailing views of this period (already explained) Origen 
also held that it was not to God, but to Satan, that the 
ransom for those whom the latter held in captivity was paid. 
By this holy soul, which it was impossible for him to hold in 
the bonds of death, the power of Satan must necessarily be 
broken.§ 

The peculiar manner of Christ’s death serves to satisfy 
Origen that it resulted from a perfectly voluntary act. He 
died at the precise point of time when he ehose to die, not suc- 
cumbing to an outward force, like those whose limbs were 
broken. From this circumstance he endeavours to explain the 
unusual quickness of his death. || 

A necessary connection between redemption and sanctifica- 
tion was involved throughout by the Christian view of the 
work of redemption and of the union with Christ. A clear 
apprehension of the relation subsisting between the conceptions 
which on this matter grew out of the Christian consciousness 
will of itself enable us to perceive that this was so. 

* With reference to Isa. fill. 4, 5. A drag ifiarreen dtr^tvtixg <nig 
'J'VXW **' voiroug rots rev x^verre v rns xafilatf ft/uuHv ivfyeurov, S/ Sts 
doBtvux; xeti voroug (ixrrderxs xvrxg et$* r/tta iv irtgtXv Woe ' r * ,v 

IfMXoyu tuft rtraeetyuAvttv. In Joann. T. II. S. 21. 
f L. c. T. XXVIII. s. 14. 

X L. c. T. VI. s. 34 ; T. XXVIII. s. 14. 

^ § T<W f&uxt TV* ‘4'B%v* xvrov Xvroev dun weXXa/p ; tit & ret fimrt, 

eve vy ; tZrog yxg tttfd ru Vf*ot* f ueg re vvr\p vpM* alrS Xurgev, 

n rev * IvroZ x'rxri&i*<rt f ms 'ivtxfju tvot avrtts xvoxvfcUt ttcit ev% igxvrr 

on ov (pifttt rv* It) rtf x*rt%u* xuriiv /S xrxvov. Ill Matth. T. XVI, 6. 8. 

|| *0# (ietrtXiug xxrxXtwoerog re rutMt nett 'meyvrxvrog fitirx tutd/xwg xetX 
\t\evrlxg. In Joann. T. XIX. s. 4; ed. Lomm. T. IL p. 172. In Matth* 
Lat. ed. Lomm. T. IV. p. 7a et seqq. 
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Godlike life and a holy life — these were inseparable notions 
in the Christian mind ; both were comprehended in the single 
notion of afSapaia — incorruption. Now the Logos was re- 
garded as the source of this life ; Christ as the appearance of 
the Logos in humanity — as the Mediator of this higher life to 
human nature — as the one through whom, in every stage of 
its development, it became pervaded and rendered holy by such 
a divine life. By faith in Christ, in baptism, each indivi- 
dual became incorporated into the fellowship with Christ, and 
consequently penetrated by this divine life the principle of 
holiness. Christ was understood to be the destroyer of Satan’s 
kingdom, and to this kingdom was ascribed whatever partook 
of the nature of sin. It was by becoming united to Christ 
through faith that each was bound to make this triumph of 
Christ over Satan’s kingdom his own. Hence the Christian 
was converted from a miles Satanse into a miles Christi.* 
Moreover, the idea of the universal priesthood of all Christians 
had its root in this conviction. 

We will here introduce a few examples to illustrate the way 
in which this connection between redemption and sanctification, 
faith and life, was conceived by some fathers of the church. 
Clement, bishop of Rome, after having emphatically borne his 
testimony to the truth that no man can be justified by his own 
righteousness and his own works, but that every man must be 
justified by the grace of God and by faith alone, goes on to 
say, “ What are we to do, then, my brethren ? Shall we be 
weary in well-doing, and leave off charity ? The Lord forbid 
that this should ever be done by us ; but let us, with un- 
remitted zeal, strive to accomplish all the good we can ; for 
the Creator and Lord of all takes pleasure in his own works.”t 
The author of the letter to Diognetus, immediately after the 
beautiful passage already quoted, on the redemption, thus 
continues : — “ With what joy wilt thou be filled when thou hast 
come to the knowledge of this ; and how wilt thou love Him 
who so long before loved thee ! But if thou lovest Him, thou 
wilt be an imitator of his goodness.” Irenaeus thus draws the 
contrast between that voluntary obedience which flows from 
faith, and the slavish obedience under the law : — “ The law, 
which was given to bondmen, disciplined the soul by means of 
outward and sensible things, dragging it, as it were, in chains 

* See Vol. I. p. 428. f Vid. ep. I, ad Corinth. 8. 32, 33. 
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to obedience to its commands ; but the Word, which sets us 
free, urges us to a voluntary cleansing of the sold, and thereby 
of the body. When this has been done, the chains of bondage, 
to which man has become inured, must indeed be removed, .and 
he must follow God without chains. But the requisitions 
of freedom extend all the farther ; and obedience to the King 
must become a fuller obedience if we would not turn back 
again and prove ourselves unworthy of our Deliverer ; for He 
has not therefore freed us that we might go away from Him ; 
since no one that forsakes the fountain of all good, which 
is with the Lord, can by himself find the food of salvation ; but 
He has freed us for this, that, the more we have obtained, the 
more we might love Him. To follow the Saviour is the same 
as to partake of salvation, and to follow the light is the same 
as to partake of the light.” * 

But as we have seen that a confounding of the Jewish 
with the Christian point of view, and the giving an outward 
objectivity to spiritual things, was the main cause of the cor- 
ruption of the Christian consciousness generally, so in this 
particular of the notion of faith the same disturbing element is 
discernible. By degrees that view of it which the Apostle 
St. Paul had set forth in opposition to the Judaizing principle 
became more and more obscured, and instead thereof appeared 
the Jewish notion of a certain faith on outward authority; 
not one which was suited to produce out of itself, through a 
necessary inner connection, all the fruits of the Christian life, 
but one which was only to draw after it, in an outward way, 
by means of new moral precepts and new motives addressed to 
the understanding, the new habits of Christian living. We 
have already noticed how this notion of faith led to the depre- 
ciation of mere faith (irioTig) among the Gnostics, and in 
part among the Alexandrian fathers also, and how the reaction 
of Marcion tended to the reestablishment of the Pauline view. 
But to the material and outward conception of faith on this 
side was united also a material and outward conception of the 
system of morals, which was rent from its inner connection with 
the system of faith. And from this there followed, side by side 
with an outward system of faith, a legal system of duties and 
good works, in which the ascetic element had greatly the ascen- 
dancy over the assimilating principle. And in connection with 
* Lib. IV. c. 13 , 14 . 
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tils mightarise the nation of a supererogatory righteousness, 
aperfoction surpassing the requisitions of the law, which strove 
tie fulfil the so-called councils of Christ {concilia evangelica) 
by the renunciarion of all earthly goods.* 

A great influence in confirming this outward and material 
View of faith must have been especially exerted by the way in 
which the fellowship of life with Christ, instead of being con- 
sidered to flow from the inner appropriation of Christ, was 
made to depend on the outward mediation of the church - — a 
point on which we have already spoken. To this outward 
mediation of the church belonged the sacraments . As the 
•essential character of the invisible and that of the visible 
church were not carefully discriminated, a little confusion of 
the divine thing with its outward sign must, from the same 
cause, affect the doctrine of the sacraments. In the case of 
baptism this is shown in the prevailing notion of a divine 
power being imparted to the water, and of its bringing about 
a sensible union with the whole nature of Christ for the deliver- 
ance of the spiritual and material nature of man. u As the 
dry wheat,” says Ireneeus, “ cannot become dough and a loaf 
without moisture, so neither can we all become one in Christ 
without the water which is from heaven. And as the parched 
earth cannot yield fruit unless it receive moisture, so neither 
can we, who at first are but sapless wood, ever produce living 
fruit without the rain which is freely poured out from above ; 
for our bodies through baptism , but our souls through the 
Spirit , have obtained that communion with the imperishable 
essence.”! Tertullian finely remarks concerning the effects of 
baptism,! u When the soul attains to faith, and is transformed 
by the regeneration of water and the power from above, the 
veil of the old corruption being removed, she beholds her 
Whole light. She is received into the fellowship of the Holy 
Spirit ; and the soul which unites itself with the Holy Spirit 
is followed by the body, which is no longer the servant of the 
soul, but becomes the servant of the Spirit.” But even Ter- 
tullian did not understand here how to distinguish rightly 

♦ See vol. I. p. 879. 

t Lib. III. c. 17. The divine principle of life for soul and body in 
Christ, the 'iwvtt vgfc &KpBu»crlx>. 

X De anima, c. 41. Compare above the passage concerning the cor- 
ruption of human nature. 
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between the inward grace and the outward sign. In main- 
taining against a sect of the Cainites (see the second section) 
the necessity of outward baptism, he ascribes to water a super- 
natural, sanctifying power. Yet we see, even in T^uUian's 
case, the pure evangelical idea breaking through this confusion 
of the inward with the outward, and directly , contradicting it ; 
as when he says it is faith which in baptism obtains the for* * * § 
giveness of sin, and when, in dissuading men against being in 
a haste to be baptized, he remarks, that true faith, wherever 
present, is sure of salvation.* - Even in the spiritual Clement 
of Alexandria we discern, the influence of that outward and 
material conception of spiritual matters, for he agrees with 
Hennas j in thinking that the apostles performed in Hades the 
rite of baptism J on the pious souls of the Old Testament who 
had not been baptized. 

We have already, in our history of the forms of worship, 
taken notice of the injurious practical consequences which 
resulted from this confusion of the inward grace and the out- 
ward sign in the case of baptism. It was by confounding 
regeneration with baptism, and thus looking upon regeneration 
as a sort of charm completed at a stroke, by supposing a certain 
magical purification and removal of all sin in the act of bap- 
tism, that men were led to refer the forgiveness of sins obtained 
through Christ only to those particular sins which had been 
committed previous to baptism ; instead of regarding all this 
as something which, with the appropriation of it by faith, 
must go on developing itself through the whole of life. After 
this was presupposed, the question must have arisen, How are 
we to obtain forgiveness for the sins committed after baptism ? 
And the answer was — Although we have obtained once for 
all, by the merits of Christ, the means of satisfaction for the 
sins committed before baptism, yet, in order to make satis- 
faction for the sins after baptism, it is necessary that, in 
addition to this, we should have recourse to voluntary exer- 
cises of penitence and to good works.§ This conception is 

* Fides Integra secura de salute. [Because true faith will lead the 
believer to obey all Christ's commands and be baptized as He ordered. 
— Eng. Ed."] 

f Lib. III. S. IX. Fabric. Cod. apocryph. III. p. 1009. 

% Strom, lib. II. f. 379. 

§ See Tertullian’s work de pcenitentia. This writer, it is true, brought 
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clearly exhibited in the following words of Cyprian : * “ When 
our liord came, and had healed the wounds of Adam, he gave 
to the restored a law, bidding him to sin no more lest a worse 
evil should befall him. By the injunction of innocence we 
were circumscribed to a narrow circle; and the frailty of 
human weakness would have been at a loss what to do unless 
divine grace had once more come to its aid, and, pointing out 
to it the works of mercy, paved the way for it to secure salva- 
tion, so that we might cleanse ourselves from all the lingering 
remains of impurity by the practice of alms. The forgiveness 
of sin having been once obtained at baptism, by constant exer- 
cise in well-doing, which is as it were a repetition of baptism, 
we earn the divine forgiveness anew.” Here, if we only add 
what was remarked on an earlier page on the subject of the 
sacerdotal absolution, we have the germ of the Roman catholic 
doctrine of the sacrament of penance. 

To the doctrine of the Lord's Supper may be applied, in 
general, the remarks which have been made in relation to that 
of baptism, but with this difference, that we may observe three 
different grades in the outward and material conception of this 
ordinance. The most common representation was that which 
we find in Ignatius of Antioch, in Justin Martyr, and in 
Irenseus. It is a conception of it most nearly related to the 
view of baptism just noticed, as the means of spiritual-corporeal 
communion with Christ. It was supposed, for instance, that, 
as the Logos in Christ became man, so here also he imme- 
diately appropriated to himself a body ; this body, by virtue of 
the consecration, became united with the bread and wine, and 
thus entered into the corporeal substance of the partakers of 
it, who thereby received into themselves a principle of imperish- 

with him from his legal studies the expression satisf actio into the doc- 
trine of repentance ; yet we should not be warranted, on this account, to 
ascribe to his legal habits of thinking — nay, we should not be warranted 
to ascribe to the ideas of any individual — so great an influence on the 
progress of error in the doctrinal notions of the church on this point ; 
for, the prg*r»¥ having been once established, all the conse- 

quences involved in it must of necessity unfold themselves, especially 
as these consequences find so many points of attachment in human 
nature. 

* De opere et eleemosynis. 

t Hence,- in Ignatius, ep. ad Ephes, c. 20, the holy supper is called, 

<p*£fjMXov et&avxrietf, ivTiiorov roZ p* eiX/la* iv 'ln<ry Xpxr* 
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able life.* ** In the North African church, on the other hand, 
neither Tertullian nor Cyprian seems to have entertained an j 
notion of such a penetration. The bread and wine were rather 
represented as symbols of the body and blood of Christ, though 
not as symbols without efficacy. -Spiritual communion with 
Christ at the holy supper was made the prominent point ; yet, 
at the same time, those that partook were supposed to come 
into a certain sanctifying contact with Christ's body.f The 
practice of the North African church shows, moreover, that, 
according to the prevailing belief, a supernatural, sanctifying 
power resided in the outward signs of the supper ; hence the 
daily communion { — hence also the communion of infants in 
connection with infant baptism.§ The passage in St. John, 
vi. 53, being understood to refer to the outward sensible par - 
ticipation of the supper, the inference was drawn, that without 
this outward and sensible participation none could be saved, || 
just as it had been inferred from the passage in St. John, iii. 5, 
that none could be saved without outward baptism. 

By the Alexandrians the distinction was clearly drawn in 
tlie doctrine of the sacraments between the inner divine thing, 
the invisible spiritual agency of the Logos, 1 f and the sensible 
objects by which it is represented/ * This was the case espe- 
cially with Origen, whose whole system is pervaded by such a 
distinction. “ Outward baptism/’ says he, “ considered as tcv 
its highest end, is a symbol of the inward cleansing of the soul 

* That which distinguishes this mode of conceiving the matter from 
a later one is, that the Christ who has ascended to heaven is not con- 
sidered to be here present : but the Logos, in this case, directly produces 
for himself a body. This we find more distinctly expressed, it is true* 
in the next following period ; but it lies at the basis of the following 
language of Justin: T>j» 5/ Xoytv rov etvrev 

iV'XBt'frnSitfccv rgoQftv, tf ni *al aoi^xit Kara fttrufakrir 

rgiqiovreti iifiwy, txt ivov veu tra.<>KorotySivro{ 'lr\<rov tut,) treiftta teat ouftet, 
iv ih ,at. Apolog. I. s. 6G. 

t Tertull. c. Marc. 1. IV. c. 40: corpus meum, l. e. figura corporis 
xnei. De res. earn. c. 8 : anima de Deo saginatur. De orat. c. 6 : The 
perpetnitas in Christo, constant, spiritual fellowship with him, and indi- 
viduitas a corpore ejus. 

t See vot. I. p. 450. § See Cyprian, sermo de lapsis. 

|| See Cyprian. Testimonior. 1. III. c. 25. 

If Comp, above what is said of the Urihpj* altrSrrn and the ! mkipU 
ytftrii Xpttrrou. 

** The vet™ or mivfietrtxo* and the 



394 


THE SACRAMENTS. 


through the divine power of the Logos, which is preparatory 
to the universal recovery — that, commencing in the enigma 
and in the glass darkly, which shall afterwards be perfected in 
the open vision face to face ; but at the same time, by virtue 
of the consecration pronounced over it, there is connected with 
the whole act of baptism a supernatural sanctifying power ; it 
is the commencing point of gracious influences bestowed on 
the faithful, although it is so only for such as are fitted, by 
the disposition of their hearts, for the reception of those 
influences/’ * * * § * * 

He makes the same distinction also in regard to the holy 
supper, separating what is called, in a figurative sense, the 
body of Christ, t from the true spiritual manducation of the 
Logos, J the more divine promise from the common under - 
standing of the holy supper, adapted to the capacities of the 
simple. § The former refers to the spiritual communication- of 
the Word made flesh, which is the true heavenly bread of the 
soul. Of the outward supper the worthy and the unworthy 
may alike partake, but not of that true heavenly bread, since 
otherwise it could not have been said that whoever eats this 
bread shall live for ever. Origen says, therefore, that Christ 
in the true sense called his flesh and blood the word, which 
proceeds from the word, and the bread which proceeds from 
the heavenly bread, the living word of truth, by which he 
communicates himself to the souls of men, as the breaking of 
the bread and the distribution of the wine symbolize the multi- , 
plication of the word by which the Logos communicates him- 
self to many souls. He supposed, moreover, that with the 
outward supper, as with outward baptism, there was connected 
a higher sanctifying influence by virtue of the consecrating 
words, but yet so that nothing divine was united with the 
earthly material signs in themselves considered, and that, as 
m the case of baptism, none could participate in the higher 
influence unless made susceptible of it by the inward disposi- 
tion of the heart. As it is not that which enters into the 

* See in Joann. T. VI. s. 17 j in Matth. T. XV, & 23. 

f T» Xfurrcv tutikov xui rv/jbfioXixov. 

j The (Zp***s vou koyeu. 

§ The *«d rns tvxetfttrriets izloxh rots otvrXovrrt^ots and xmrk 

t»j» ditfrtgav ivrayyiAtav,' corresponding to the two positions of the yvwrts 

and of the trims* 
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mouth that defiles the man, even though it be something 
which by the Jews is considered unclean, so nothing which 
enters into the mouth sanctifies the man, though the so-called 
bread of the Lord is by the ample supposed to possess a sancti- 
fying power. We neither lose anything by foiling to partake 
of the consecrated bread simply and by itself, nor do we gain 
anything by the bare partaking of that bread ; but the reason 
why one man has less and another more is the good or bad 
disposition of each individual. The earthly bread is by itself 
in no respect different from any other food. It was no doubt 
Origen’s design in these words to controvert merely the erroneous 
notions which attached to the partaking of the Lord’s supper, 
independently of the disposition of the heart, a sort of magical 
benefit — a notion which the other fathers of the church were 
also far from entertaining; but yet, at the same time, his 
objections also apply to every representation which attaches 
to the outward signs any high importance or efficacy whatever, 
and even to such views as those which were entertained by 
the North African church.* 

It now remains for us to speak of the ideas prevalent in this 
period as to the ultimate end of the whole earthly development 
of humanity. The teleological point of view was in every 
respect inseparable from the Christian mode of contemplation. 
The kingdom of God, and each individual life thereto pertain- 
ing, must be carried onward to perfection. It was this certain 
prospect which formed the contrast between the Christian, 
view of life and the pagan notion of a circle aimlessly repeat- 
ing itself by a blind law of necessity. But the intermediate 
links of the chain up to that ultimate end were still hidden 
from the eye of contemplation. This belonged to the pro- 
phetical element, which must ever remain obscure till its fulfil- 
ment. To the earnest expectation of the pilgrim, as he casts 
a glance over the windings of the way, the end appears at first 
near at hand, which, the farther he advances, retreats to a 
greater distance. The signs in the course of histoiy alone will 
iirst shed light on the darkness, which the Lord himself was 
unwilling to clear up by his prophetic intimations. 

Strong and certain was the conviction of the Christians that 

* Vid. Origen, Matth. T. XI. s. 14 ; in Joann. T. XXXII. s. 16 ; In 
Mattb. f. S98, V. III. opp. 
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the church would come forth triumphant out of its conflicts, 
and, as it was its destination to be a world-transforming prin- 
ciple, would attain to the dominion of the world. But they 
were at first very far from understanding the prophetic words 
of Christ, intimating that the church, in its gradual evolution 
under natural conditions, was to be a salt and a leaven for all 
thfe relations of human life. At first, as we have previously 
remarked, they could not believe but that the struggle 
between the church and the pagan state would endure till 
the final triumph whiqh should be brought about from with- 
out by the return of Christ to judgment. And here it was 
that many seized hold of an image which had passed over 
from the Jews, and which seemed to adapt itself to their own 
present situation — the idea of a millennial reign , which the 
Messiah would set up on earth at the end of the terrestrial 
development, where all the righteous of all times should live 
together in a holy community. As the world had been created 
in six days, and, according to Psalm xc. 4, a thousand years 
in the sight of God is as one day, so the world was to continue 
in its existing condition for six thousand years, and end with a 
thousand years of blessed rest corresponding to the sabbath. 
In the midst of persecutions it was a solace and a support to the 
Christians to anticipate that even upon this earth, the scene of 
their sufferings, the church in its perfected and glorified state 
was destined to triumph. In the way that the idea was held 
by many, it contained nothing in it which was unchristian. 
They framed to themselves a spiritual idea of the happiness of 
this period perfectly corresponding with the essence of the gos- 
pel, since they understood by it nothing else than the universal 
dominion of the divine will, the undisturbed and blissful 
reunion of the whole communion of the saints, and the restora- 
tion of harmony between a sanctified humanity and all nature 
raised to the glorious state of its primitive innocence.* But 
the gross and sensuous images under which the carnal Jewish 
mind had depicted to itself the blessings of the millennial 
reign had in part passed over to the Christians. Phrygia, the 
seat of a sensual, enthusiastic religious spirit, was inclined to 
adopt and to spread the gross conceptions of Chiliasm. There, 
in the first half of the second century, lived Papias, bishop of 
the church in Hierapolis — a man, it is true, of sincere piety, 
* So Barnabas, c. 15. 
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but, as appears from the fragments of his writings and from 
the accounts which we have of him, of a very narrow mind 
and easy credulity. He collected from oral tradition narratives 
of the life and sayings of Christ and of the apostles,* tnd 
among these he received much that was misconceived and 
untrue. And thus by his means were diffused many strange 
and fantastic images of the enjoyments of the millennial reign. 
The injurious consequence of this was, that it fostered among 
Christians the longing for a gross sensual happiness incom- 
patible with the spirit of the gospel, and so among the educated 
heathens gave birth to many a prejudice against Christi- 
anity.! 

But he who knows anything of the hidden depth of the 
spiritual life in which religion has its seat and its laboratory 
will be cautious how, from such superficial phenomena, he 
passes condemnation upon the whole religion of the period in 
which these corrupt admixtures of a sensuous element were to 
be found, especially when we find in men like Irenaeus vital 
Christianity, and an exalted idea of the blessedness of fellow- 
ship with God, still combined with these strange subordinate 
notions. The millennium was regarded by him only as a pre- 
paratory step for the righteous, who were there to be trained 
for a more exalted heavenly existence, for the full manifesta- 
tion of the divine glory.J 

What we have just said, how ever, is not to be so understood 
as if Chiliasm had ever formed a part of the general creed of 
the church. Our sources of information from the different 
branches of the church in these early times are too scanty to 
enable us to make any positive assertion on this point. Wher- 
ever we meet with Chiliasm — as in Papias, Irenseus, Justin 
Martyr — everything seems to indicate that it was diffused from 
one country and from a single fountain head. Somewhat 
different was it with those churches where originally an anti- 

* In his book, \oym xvqmxv* 1£»j yntritt, from which a fragment on 
Judas Iscariot, which serves to illustrate his propensity to receive tales 
of the marvellous, has been published in J« A. Cramer Catena in Acta 
Apostolorum. Oxon. 1838, pag. 12. 

f Vid. Orig. Select in ¥. f. 570. T. II. 

I Iren. 1. V. c. 35 : Crescentes ex visione Domini et per ipsum as- 
suescent capere gloriam Dei et cum sanctis angelis conversationem. — 
Paullatim assuescent capere Deum. c. 32. 
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Jewish tendency prevailed, as in the church at Borne* We 
find at a later date* in Rome an anti-Chiliastic tendency ; might 
not this have existed from the first, and only have been called 
out more openly by the opposition to Montanism ? The same 
may be said also of an anti-Chiliastic tendency which Irenseus 
combats, and which he expressly distinguishes from the 
common anti-Chiliastic tendency of gnosticism. And yet it 
was natural that the zealots for Chiliasm should in the outset 
be disposed to represent all opposition to it as savouring of 
Gnosticism.* 

Two causes cooperated to bring about the general suppres- 
sion of Chiliasm ; on the one hand the opposition to Montanism, 
on the other the influence of the spirit proceeding from the 
Alexandrian school. As the Montanists laid great stress upon 
the expectations connected with the millennium, and although 
their conception of it was by no means grossly sensual, f yet, 
as they contributed by their enthusiastic visions to spread 
many fantastic pictures of the things which were then to 
happen, J the whole doctrine of Chiliasm fell into disrepute. 
An anti-Chiliast party, which doubtless had existed long 
before, were thus presented with an opportunity of attacking 
it more vehemently ; and the more zealous opponents of 
Montanism seem to have combated this error in connection 
with tlie other Montanistic doctrines. Caius, a presbyter of 
Borne, in his tract against the Montanist Proelus, endeavoured 
to stigmatize Chiliasm as a heresy set afloat by the detested 
Gnostic Cerinthus; and it is not improbable, though not 
wholly certain, that he considered the Apocalypse as a book 
which had been interpolated by the latter for the express pur- 
pose of giving currency to this doctrine. 

In the next place, the more intellectual and scientific direc- 
tion of the Alexandrian school, which exercised so great an 
influence generally in spiritualizing the doctrine of the faith, 
must have extended its influence also to the doctrine of the 
last things. Origen, in particular, was a zealous opponent 

* Iren. 1 . V. c. 32 : Transferuntur quonmdam sententi® ab heereticis 
sermonibns. 

f Tertullian, at least, places the happiness of the millennial reign in 
the enjoyment of all manner of spiritual blessings, 6piritalia bona. 

I As, for instance, in Tertullian, of the wonderful city, the heavenly 
Jerusalem, which should come down from above. 
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of these sensual notions of the millennium, and gave a different 
explanation of those passages in the Old and New Testament 
on which the Chiliasts depended, and all of which they took 
in the most literal sense. Add to this, that the allegorical 
method of interpretation peculiar to the Alexandrian school 
was decidedly adverse to the grossly literal interpretations of 
the Chiliasts. The moderate Alexandrians, who were no friends 
to expurgatory criticism, did not at once reject the Apocalypse 
as an unchristian book with a view to deprive the Chiliasts of 
this important support ; they were satisfied with combating 
the literal interpretation of it. It was natural, however, that 
the spirit of the Alexandrian school should not rapidly spread 
from Alexandria into the other districts of Egypt, since, in 
point of intellectual culture, they were far behind that flourish- 
ing seat of science. Nepos, a pious bishop, belonging to the 
nome of Arsenoe in Egypt, was a devoted friend of this sen- 
sual Chiliasm, and in defence of it wrote a book against the 
Alexandrian school, entitled, a Refutation of the Allegorists,* 
in which probably he set forth a theory of Chiliasm in accord- 
ance with his own anti-allegorical method of interpreting the 
Apocalypse. In the above district, the book seems to have 
found great favour with the clergy and laity. Great mysteries 
and disclosures of future events were supposed to be found in 
it, and many engaged with more zeal in the study of the book 
and theory of Nepos than in that of the Bible and its doctrines. 
By their zeal for these favourite opinions, which had no con- 
nection whatever with the essence of the gospel, men were 
led astray, as usually happens, from what constitutes the main 
element of practical Christianity, the spirit of love. They 
affixed the charge of heresy on those who would not embrace 
these opinions ; and matters went so for that whole churches 
separated themselves on this account from the communion of 
the mother church at Alexandria. After the death of Nepos 
a country priest named Coracion was the head of this party. 
Had now the bishop Dionysius of Alexandria been disposed 
to exercise his ecclesiastical authority, had he condemned the 
erroneous dogma by an absolute decree, such a proceeding 
would have laid the foundation of a lasting schism, and 
Chiliasm, which it was intended to crush by authority, would 
in all probability have become only the more fanatical. But 

♦ "EXxyxaf rm dkknye^ifrm. 



DOCTRINE OF, THE MILLENNIUM. 


400 

Dionysius, that worthy disciple of the great Origen, showed in 
this case how charity, moderation, and the true spirit of liberty, 
which dwells only with love, can accomplish what no force and 
no law can effect. Not forgetting, like too many others, the 
Christian in the bishops he was moved by the love of souls to 
repair in person to those churches. He called together those 
oi the parochial clergy who supported the opinions of Nepos, 
and, moreover, allowed all laymen of the churches, who were 
longing after instruction on these points, to be present at the 
conference. The book of Nepos was produced ; for three 
days the bishop, from morning to evening, disputed with those 
pastors on the contents of the book. He patiently heard all 
their objections, and endeavoured to answer them from scrip- 
ture ; he entered fully into the explanation of every difficulty, 
taking the Bible as his guide ; and the issue was — a result 
which had seldom before attended theological disputations — 
the clergy thanked him for his instructions, and Coracion 
himself, in the presence of all, honestly retracted his former 
views, declaring himself convinced of the soundness of the 
opposite doctrine. This happened in the year 255.* 

Dionysius, having thus restored the unity of faith in his 
•diocese, wrote his work on the Promises, f for the purpose of 
confirming those whom his arguments had convinced, and for 
the instruction of others who still adhered to the opinions of 
Nepos. In this instance, also, the Christian gentleness and 
moderation with which he speaks of Nepos is well worthy of 
notice. “ On many accounts,” says he, “ I esteemed and loved 
Nepos; on account of his faith, his untiring diligence, his 
familiar acquaintance with the holy scriptures, and on account 
of the great number of church hymns which he has composed, 
and which to this day are the delight of many of the brethren 4 
And I venerate the man the more because he has already 
entered into his rest. But dear to me, and precious above all 
things else, is the truth. Wherever, therefore, Nepos has 
expressed the truth, we must love him and agree with him, 

* Euseb. 1. VII. C. 24. f life) WetyytktZv. 

% Tns vrokXnt JJ pixy vU» <rokko) rZ* tv&vfAouvreu. 

The passage may be understood in two ways — either in the way I have 
rendered it as referring to the many hymns which he had composed, 
which perhaps is the most natural way ; or as referring to the variety of 
church melodies introduced by him. 
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but we must examine and correct him in those passages of his 
writings where he seems to be in the wrong,” 

The millennial reign was regarded by Chiliasm as forming, 
in the grand development of the kingdom of God, an inter- 
mediate point of transition to a higher state of perfection ; 
and, answering to this, a similar intermediate point was also 
conceived to exist in the development ,of each individual. 
It was here that the doctrine concerning Hades, as the common 
receptacle of all the dead, found its point of attachment. 
Together with Chiliasm, this doctrine also had to be defended 
against the Gnostics ; for by Hades the latter understood the 
kingdom of the Demiurge on this earth. It was to this king- 
dom that Christ descended — it was out of this he delivered 
those who were capable of fellowship with him, so that after 
death they could be received immediately to heaven. Yet, as 
we have seen indications of Chiliasm having other opponents 
to contend with besides the Gnostics, so the same may be said 
of this doctrine also, which was connected with a mode of 
thinking not essentially different. Here, too, we find indica- 
tions of other antagonists than the Gnostics, in whom, however, 
their opponents might easily be led to believe they perceived 
a relationship to the Gnostics.* They were such as taught 
that Christ, by his descent to Hades, delivered the faithful 
from the necessity of passing into the intermediate state after 
death, j and opened for them an immediate entrance into 
heaven. According, however, to the doctrine of the Mon- 
tanisl Tertullian, those only who had been thoroughly cleansed 
by the bloody baptism of martyrdom were to constitute an 
exception, were to be raised immediately, not indeed to heaven, 
but to an exalted state of blessedness, under the name of Para- 
dise. All others were to pass through that intermediate stage 
in order to be freed from the still adhering defects and stains, 
and then, sooner or later, according to the measure of their 
attainments, would come to participate in the millennial reign. J 

* As Irenseus describes them, 1. V. c. 31 : Quidam ex his, qui putan- 
tur recte credidisse, supergrediuntur ordinem promotions jus tor um et 
inotus meditationis ad incorruptelam ignorant, hsereticoe sensus in se 
habentes. 

f In hoc, inqniunt, Christus inferos adiit, ne nos adiremus. Tertul- 
lian, de anima, c. 55. 

% Modicum quoque delictum mora resurrectionis illic luendum ; 

VOL. II. 2 » 
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We see haw this notion is connected with the opinion (the 
grounds of which we have already pointed out) that a 
particular satisfaction and penance were required for sins 
committed after baptism. And this notiop of an intermediate 
state for the purpose of purification in Hades passed at a 
later period into the doctrine Of purgatory. The latter sprang 
in the first place out of a mixture of Persian and Jewish 
elements — the idea of a fiery stream which at the end of the 
world should purge away everything unclean ; an idea to 
which we may observe some allusion in the Clementines and 
in the pseudo-Sibylline writers. Out of this arose finally the 
notion of a purgatory after death * — the ignis purgatorius of 
the Westems.f 

The doctrine of the resurrection , in so far as it relates to 
the persistence and exaltation of the entire being of the indi- 
vidual, belongs most intimately to the peculiar essence of 
Christianity, and, on account of the importance which it gives 
to the individual existence in its totality, forms a strong con- 
trast with the ancient view of the world,! as we clearly see 
from the pagan attacks on Christianity. Since the dignity of 
the body as a temple for the Holy Spirit, and the requisition 
that it should be adapted to this end, is grounded on this doc- 
trine, it necessarily gives rise to an opposition to that contempt 
of the body which was inculcated by Oriental Dualism. It was 
therefore no accidental thing if the Gnostics furiously assailed 
it ; while, on the other hand, we may remark, in the zeal with 
which it was defended by the church fathers, an instinctively 
right Christian feeling, though not always accompanied with 
clear knowledge, of the connection of this doctrine with the 
essence of Christianity. But their over-anxious adherence to 
the letter, as well as their opposition to the Gnostics, led 
them not unfrequently to understand the doctrine of the resur- 

where he refers to the novissinras quadrans, Matth. r. 28, afterwards 
understood, of the ignis purgatorius. L. c. c. 58. 

* T«v irugif xxSxgny rm xxxZt (ZtjiiantorMv, Strom. 1. V. f. 549. 

t The earliest trace of it would be found in Cyprian, ep. 52, if the 
words “ missum in carcerem non exire inde, donee solvat novissimum 
qnadtantem. pro peccatis longo dolore cruciatum emnndari et pnrgari 
diu igne” (instead of which another reading has diutine), are to be 
understood of the state after death (which is certainly the more probable 
meaning), and not of penance in the present life. 

| See vol. I. p. 1 5. 
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rection in too gross and material a way, and to form too narrow 
and limited conceptions of the earthly body. Here aM 
Origen endeavoured to strike a middle course between these 
opposite tendencies, making more use of what the Ap&stle 
St Paul says (1 Corinth, xv.) concerning the relation W the 
terrestrial to the glorified body, and distinguishing from the 
mutable phenomenal form the proper essence lying at the 
foundation of the body, which through all the changes of the 
earthly life remains the same, and which, moreover, is not 
destroyed at death. This proper essence as the basis of the 
body would, by the operation of the divine power, be awakened 
to a nobler form, corresponding to the ennobled character of 
the soul ; so that, as the soul had communicated its own pecu- 
liar "stamp to the earthly body, it would then communicate the 
same to the transfigured body. 41 * In proof of this he alleges 
that the identity of the body in this life consists not in its 
momently changing phenomenal farm, which had been fitly 
compared to a flowing stream, t but in the peculiar stamp 
which the soul impresses on the body, whereby it becomes 
the proper form of the manifestation of this or that particular 
personality. J 

Natural as it would have been to the Christian feelings of 
those who had been converted from heathenism to endeavour — 
by entering more deeply into the whole bearing of the work of 
redemption, into the spirit of the gospel, and into the sense of 
single passages which were too often superficially understood — 
to find some consolatory conclusion as to the fete of their 
ancestors who had died without faith in the gospel, they were 


* The ton Krugov in the cup a, 'tvivju.anxov, just as in the ffZfAa 
^uxntov. To illustrate this point he had recourse sometimes to his own 
doctrine concerning the Sx », in itself undetermined, but capable of receiving, 
through the plastic power of God, qualities of a higher or lower order ; 
and sometimes to the doctrine of a dynamic essence lying within the 
body, a Xoyot m ^ttrutes (ratio ea quae substantiam continet corporalem, 
quae semper in substantia corporis salva est), which, however, is itself 
also to be reduced to his doctrine of a vXv as the ground of the corporeal 
world, and susceptible of manifold variety of properties. See «r. «W. 1. 
II. c. 10 ; c. Cels. 1. IV. c. 57. 

t Selecta in Psalmos : Ov xxxZs iroTafxof iro/jMfTxt to vZ/jMf 2/or/ if TfJf 

*r « ixerfiis r&x* ou2i 2lk> hfttpZ* to or auto p vToxi/utvcv trxviov Writ iv rf eriwxTt 

hfui*. T. XI. p. 388. ed. Lomm 

t w O<ri£ ixxfeexrtio/gsrc iv rti retf*/, rouro k rn^/rS^rtrm iv rf pmuftarmf 
erifAxr/. 

2 d 2 
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nevertheless deterred from it by a mistaken adherence to the 
letter in their Interpretation of scripture, and by a stern, 
uncompromising* opposition to 'paganism. And the outward 
' view of regeneration, which arose out of the habit of confound- 
ing it with baptism, also contributed to promote these narrow 
views, which afterwards, carried to their extreme consequences, 
issued in the notion of absolute predestination. Marcion did, 
pn this sidp, enter more profoundly into the spirit of the evan- 
gelical doctrine ; and here he was joined by the Alexandrians, 
who, to explain this matter, had recourse to the doctrine of a 
progressive development and course of purification after death, 
and moreover found, or supposed they found, an allusion to 
this in Christ’s descent to Hades. With great zeal Clement 
maintained this doctrine, as one necessarily grounded in the 
universal love and justice of the God with whom there is no 
respect of persons. The beneficent power of our Saviour, he 
affirms, is not confined merely to the present life, but operates 
at all times and everywhere.* But the Alexandrians, as 
might be gathered from what lias already been said of their 
doctrine concerning the liKaioavvr) trurriptoc (saving justice), 
went still further, and supposed, as the ultimate end of all, a 
universal redemption, consisting in the annihilation of all 
moral evil, and a universal restoration to that original unity 
of the divine life out of which all had proceeded (the general 
restitution, cnroKaT^aTamo). Yet, in the case of Origen, this 
doctrine lost its full meaning by reason of the consequences 
which he was pleased to connect with it. His theory concerning 
the necessary mutability of will in created beings led him to 
infer that evil, ever germinating afresh, would still continue to 
render necessary new processes of purification and new worlds 
destined for the restoration of fallen beings, until all should 
again be brought back from manifoldness to unity, so that 
there was to be a constant interchange between fall and 
redemption, between unity and multiplicity. Into such a 
comfortless system was this profound thinker betrayed by 
carrying through with rigid consistency his one-sided notion 

* Ou y*{ bretZSa pin* h 2 w f, tit ^ynnxii <pS»*u, *a*rn Urt *«,' it) 

Strom. 1. VI. f. 638 et 639. He also makes use of the legend 
already noticed (which legend itself, perhaps, grew out of the feeling of 
a want of some solution of this question), that the apostles descended, 
like Christ, to the place of the dead, and bestowed on them baptism. - 
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of the creature’s freedom and mutability, and thus iharring 
the full conception of redemption. This doctrine he haa 
expressed with great confidence in his work irepl but 

it may be questioned whether this also was not one of those 
points upon which, at a later period oft hi$ life, *his * views 
were changed. Traces of it, however, though not so certain 
and distinct, are still to be found in his subsequent writings.* 

IV. Notices of the more eminent Church Teachers. 

The ecclesiastical writers who came next after the apostles 
are the so-called Apostolic Fathers (patres apostolici), who 
lived in the age of the apostles, and are supposed to have been 
their disciples. A phenomenon, singular in its kind, is the strik- 
ingdifference between the writings of the Apostles and those of 
the Apostolic Fathers, who were so nearly their contemporaries. 
In other cases transitions are wont to be gradual, but in thisr 
instance we observe a sudden change. There is no gentle 
gradation here, but all at once an abrupt transition from one 
style of language to the other ; a phenomenon which should 
lead us to acknowledge the fact of a special agency of the 
Divine Spirit in the souls of the apostles, and of a new creative 
element in the first period. The times of the first extraordinary 
operations of the Holy Ghost were immediately followed by 
the period of the free development of human nature in 
Christianity ; and here, as in all other cases, the beginnings 
must be small and feeble before the effects of Christianity 
could penetrate more widely, and bring fully under their 
influence the great powers of the human mind. It was first 
to be shown what the divine power could effect by the foolish- 
ness of preaching. 

The writings of the so-called Apostolic Fathers have 
unhappily, for the most part, come down to us in a condition 
veiy little worthy of confidence. At a very early date spurious 
writings were palmed on the names of these men, so highly 
venerated in the church, for the purpose of giving authority 

* * Orig. «r. *zx- 1 - II. c. 3 ; c. Cels. 1 . IV. c. 69 , he barely says, El ptra 
w eiipxvirpov riis xttxUtf Xoyot i^u, to «r«X*v aurbt v<pl<rrourSai « fit i, it 

yifffilttii \oy<» ret reieturet *£»r*o$wVi<r**. There is an obscure hint in Matth. 
f. 402. After the drexxrarretons has been completed in certain jf£ons, 
he speaks of trdktt dxxtt dg%ri. 
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to particular opinions or principles. Such of their own writ- 
ings as were extant were interpolated in subservience to a 
Jewish hierarchical interest which sought to crush the free 
Spirit of the gospel. 

In this connection we should have to notice, first, Barnabas, 
the well-known companion of the Apostle Paul, if a letter 
which in the second century was known under his name in the 
Alexandrian church, and which bore the title of a catholic 
epistle,* really belonged to him. But we cannot possibly 
recognise in this production the Barnabas who was deemed 
worthy to share, as a companion, the apostolical labours of 
St. Paul, and who derived his name from the power of his 
animated discourses in the churches.t It breathes a spirit 
widely different from that of such an apostolic man. We see 
in it rather a Jew of the Alexandrian school who had embraced 
Christianity, and by his Alexandrian training was prepared 
for a moTe spiritual conception of Christianity, but who at the 
same time attached too much importance to the artificial 
Gnosis of the Alexandrian Jews ; a man who, in the mystic 
and allegorical interpretation of the Old Testament— more con- 
sonant with the spirit of Philo than that of St. Paul, or even 
of the epistle to the Hebrews — sought a peculiar wisdom, in 
the search after which he seems to take a vain pleasure. We 
meet nowhere in this letter with those views of the Mosaic 
ceremonial law, as a religious means of culture adapted to a 
certain stage of human development, which we meet with in 
St. Paul ; but such views as altogether evince a peculiar, 
Alexandrian turn of mind — views which do not recur in any 
of the following church-teachers, and which sprang from the 
wildest idealists among the Alexandrian Jews.J Moses spake 
everything in the spirit (tv 7rvev[xa ri) ; that is, he presented 
universal, spiritual truths, only under a symbolical form. 
But the carnal Jews, he taught, instead of penetrating into 
the meaning of these symbols, understood and believed every- 
thing in the literal sense, and supposed they must observe the 
law according to the letter. Thus the entire ceremonial 

* 'EntmXrt i. e. a letter intended for general circulation, 

and containing matter of general interest, — an exbortatory writing 
destined for several churches, — a character which answers to the contents 
of this epistle. 

f T lof vlof <rooip'qru'ai. J See above, vol. I. p. 68. 
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religion had sprung out of a misconception of the carnal multi- 
tude. A bad angel, it is said,* had led them into this error ; 
just as in the Clementines, and other writings of that stamp, 
it is a favourite hypothesis that the original J udaism had h$eit 
adulterated by the spurious additions of winked spirit^ The 
author of this epistle is even unwilling to admit that circum- 
cision was* a seal or sign of the covenant ; alleging, ds evidence 
to the contrary, that circumcision was practised also among 
the Arabians, the Syrians, and the idolatrous priests (in 
Egypt). But still it is argued that Abraham’s circumcising 
the 318 men, Gen. xvii. and xiv. 14, prefigured the cruci- 
fixion of Jesus ; Til (18) being the initial letters of the name 
Jesus, and T (300) the sign of the cross. These characters 
and numerals, as belonging to the Greek language, could have 
occurred to no one but an Alexandrian Jew who had lost his 
knowledge of, or perhaps had never been acquainted with, the 
Hebrew, and who was familiar only with the Alexandrian 
version — certainly not to Barnabas, who assuredly could not 
have been such a stranger to the Hebrew, even if it were pos- 
sible to suppose him guilty of such egregious, trifling. -Yet 
the trifler himself looks upon it as a remarkable discovery, 
which he introduces with the pompous remark (so exactly 
characteristic of the mystery-mongering spirit of the Alex- 
andrian- Jewish Gnosis), " No one ever learned from me a 
more genuine doctrine; but I know that ye are .worthy 
of it.” f 

The prevailing drift of the epistle is opposition to carnal 
Judaism and to the carnal Judaistic spirit in Christianity. 
We recognise its polemical direction against the latter, which 
extended its dogmatic influence to the views entertained of the 
person of Christ, when, in chapter xii., it is emphatically 
observed that Christ is not merely the Son of Man and the 
Son of David, but also the Son of God. The epistle is all of 
a piece , and cannot possibly be separated into two parts,} of 
which Barnabas was the author of one and somebody else of 
the other. 

Besides, there is no trace of the author of the epistle having 
wished to have it supposed that he was Barnabas. But since 
in its spirit and style it is quite in accordance with the Alex- 

* Cap. 9. 

*f OwSdf yvwi*vt{ov lp,x§$v ««•’ \yuou ktyov * akkm »72« %n \ffr% u/*Uf. 

% As Schenkel has asserted. 



408 


APOSTOLIC FATHERS. 


andrian taste, it may have happened that, as the author’s name 
wro unknown, and there was a wish to give credit and autho- 
rity to the document, the report foimd currency in that city 
that Barnabas was its author. 

Next to Barnabas we place Clement — perhaps the same 
whom Paul mentions in Philipp, iv. 3. About the end of the 
first century he was bishop of the church at Rome. We have 
under his name an epistle to the church of Corinth and the 
fragment of a second. The first of these was, in the first 
centuries, read in many of the churches during public worship 
along with the scriptures of the New Testament. It contains 
an exhortation, interwoven with examples and general maxims, 
recommending concord to the Corinthian church, which was 
at the time rent by divisions. This epistle, although genuine 
in the main, is nevertheless not exempt from considerable inter- 
polations. We detect in it a palpable contradiction, for example, 
when, through the whole epistle, the old and simple consti- 
tution of the Christian church shines out, and we see bishops 
and presbyters placed perfectly on a level,* and yet, in one 
passage, s. 40 and onwards, find the whole system of the 
Jewish priesthood transferred to the Christian church. The 
epistle which passes under the name of the second is mani- 
festly nothing but the fragment of a homily. 

Under the name of this Clement two other epistles have 
been preserved in the Syrian church, which were published by 
Wetstein in an appendix to his edition of the New Testament. 
They are circular letters addressed particularly to those 
Christians of both sexes who lived in the state of celibacy. 
The fact that the unmarried life is in these writings highly 
commended is by no means sufficient to prove that Clement 
was not their author, since this exaggerated estimation of celi- 
bacy f became common at a very early period. There are 
indeed several circumstances which speak in favour of the high 
antiquity of these epistles : they nowhere indicate the presence 
of a hierarchical effort ; they do not, like other writings of 
this kind, apply the Old Testament ideas of the priesthood to 
the Christian church; they make no prominent distinction 
between clergy and laity, nor between bishops and presbyters ; 

♦ [This contradiction vanishes if we interpret c. 42 of Clement’s epistle 
with most commentators, and with Rothe, Amfange d. Christlichen 
kirche u. ihrer Verfassung, Bd. 1, s. 243, &c. — Eng, Ed .] 

t See vol. I. p. 33. 
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they represent the gift of healing diseases, especially demoniacal 
possessions, as a free gift, not attached to any particular office. 
Still, however, these considerations do not amount to a certain 
proof of so high an antiquity of these writings, since the whole 
admits of an easy explanation, even on the supposition of their 
later origin, from the tendencies peculiar to certain countries 
of the East. 

On the other hand, as these epistles must have been quite 
agreeable to the ascetic tendency of the Western, particularly 
of the North- African church ; as, in similar writings of a prac- 
tical character (aimed against the same abuses which are 
reproved in these epistles), there was frequent occasion for 
alluding to them, it cannot but appear the more singular that 
they are not quoted before the fourth century* — a fact sufficient 
of itself to excite suspicion with regard to their authenticity. 

These epistles bear, in short, every mark of having been 
forged in some Eastern church in the last times of the second 
or in the third century, partly with a view to exalt the merits 
of the unmaried life — partly to counteract the abuses which, 
under the show of celibacy, began to gain ground, particularly 
the institution of the erwEifraKTQi .j* 

Under the name of this Clement various other writings were 
forged, subservient to some hierarchical or dogmatical interest ; 
as, for example, the Clementines , which relate the history of 
Clement himself, his conversion by the Apostle St. Peter, 
and his meeting again with his father, whom he had lost. J 
The peculiar style of thought in these writings, resembling 
that of the Ebionites, we have already described. Finally, the 
collection of Apostolical Constitutions (&mrd£etc or dtarayal 
awoaroXtKai) and the Apostolical Canons (jcavove c aVooroXtico/). 

The origin of these two collections may be explained in the 
same way as that of the so-called Apostles* Creed. As men 
originally spoke a£ an apostolical tradition, without ever 
thinking that the apostles had drawn up a confession of faith, 
so also they were accustomed to speak of an apostolical tradi- 
tion in regard to the constitution and usages of the church, 

* The first allusions to it are in Epiphanius and Jerome, 

f Which abuse had spread in the church of Antioch, as well as of 
North Africa. See the synodal letter against Paul of Samosata. Euseb. 
3. VII. c. 30. 

t Hence the title to one of the revisions preserved to us in the version 
of Rufinus, ccvaywpfftoi, Recognitiones. 
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without supposing that the apostles had given any written laws 
on the subject. And thus the expressions “apostolical tra- 
ditions, apostolical ordinances,” having once become familiar, 
a support was furnished for the opinion, or the pretext, that the 
Apostles, having prepared a written confession of faith, had 
aim drawn up a collection of ecclesiastical laws. Hence, to 
subserve different interests,* different collections of this kind 
may have sprung into existence, since the one which Epipha- 
nius cites in many places is evidently not the same as the 
Apostolical Constitutions which have come down to us. These 
latter appear to have been formed gradually in the Eastern 
church, out* of different fragments, during a period reach- 
ing from the close of the second down to the fourth century. 

Hennas would follow the next in this series, were he the same 
with the one mentioned in St. Paul’s epistle to the Romans, 
chap, xvi., as many among the ancients supposed. We have, 
under this name, a work entitled The Shepherd (Trotpijr) ; so 
called because in the second book an angel, the appointed 
guardian of Hennas, is introduced in the character of a 
shepherd. 

It cannot be certainly determined whether the author had, or 
imagined he had, the visions which he describes ; or whether 
he invented them to procure a more favourable reception for 
the doctrines, mostly practical, which he advances. The w ork 
was originally written in Greek, but it has been preserved to 
us, for the most part, only in a Latin translation. It was in 
high repute among the Greek writers of the second century — a 
distinction, perhaps, to which the name of the supposed author, 
and his famous visions, not a little contributed. Ireneeus 
quotes the book under the title of the scripture . Yet it may 
be very much doubted whether the Hermas of the Apostle St. 
Paul was really its author. But the other tradition (given in 
the poem ascribed to Tertullian, against Marcion, and in the 
fragment on the canon of the New Testament published by 
Muratori f), which ascribes it to the brother of Pius bishop 
of Rome, about the year 156, is no less doubtful, since it is im- 
possible to determine how much credit is due to these two 

* (Or rather collections may have been made in different places of the 
constitutions in use there, which, remounting to an origin beyond existing 
memory, may well have been deemed apostolical. These naturally 
may have differed in different churches. — Eng. Ed..] 

f Antiq. ital. jud. sevi, T. III. 
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documents ; and thee high reputation of the book in the times of 
Iremeus and Clement of Alexandria can hardly be reconciled 
with the hypothesis of so late an origin.* 

Ignatius, bishop of the church at Antioch, is said, in the 
reign of Trajan, to have been conveyed as a prisoner to Rome, 
where he was expecting to be thrown to the wild beasts. On 
the way lie is said to have written seven epistles — six to 
churches of Asia Minor, and one to Polycarp bishop of 
Smyrna. These letters, it must be allowed, contain passages 
which at least bear throughout the stamp of antiquity. Such 
especially are the passages directed against Judaism and against 
Docetism ; but even the briefer revision, which is the one most 
entitled to confidence, has been very much interpolated. As 
the account of the martyrdom of Ignatius may Tie suspected, f 
so too the letters, which presuppose the correctness of this sus- 
picious legend, do not wear at all a stamp of that distinct indi- 
viduality of character, and of a man of these times addressing 
his last words to the churches. A hierarchical purpose is not 
to be mistaken 4 

The letter to Polycarp bishop of Smyrna wears very much 
the appearance of an idle compilation. That to the Roman 
church possesses more decided marks of originality than the 
others. 

Of Polycarp bishop of Smyrna we have already spoken. 
To him is ascribed an epistle to the church at Philippi ; nor 
are there any sufficient reasons for doubting that he was the 
author of it. 

Immediately after the apostolical fathers we place the 
Apologists, who follow next in the order of time. The 
existing scientific culture was first made subservient to the 
defence of Christianity under the government of Hadrian ; and 
the Apologist^ who began to appear about this period, are 
therefore to be ciifcsidered as the earliest representatives of 
such a combination. 

* It may have been that the Roman bishop Pius actually had a 
brother of this name ; and those who were desirous of destroying the 
authority of the book were led for this very purpose to fix on so late an 
author. 

t See vol. I. p. 266, note *. 

% [For the opposite theory of the genuineness of these epistles, see, 
besides Pearson’s Vindicis Ignatiaba, Jacobson’s Patree Apostoiici and 
Denzinger Ueber die Archtheit des bisherigen Textes d. Ignatianischen 
Briefe. Wurtzburg, 1849. — Eng. Ed.'} 
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Among these the first to be noticed is Quadratus. He was 
known as an evangelist ,* and stood in high repute on account 
of his gifts as a preacher. He must not be mistaken for the 
same person as the Quadratus who, in the time of Marcus 
Aurelius, was bishop of the church at Athens, and with whom 
Jerome has confounded him. It is to be regretted that his 
Apology has not come down to us. All that remains of it is 
the following remarkable passage, which Eusebius has pre- 
served : — “ The works of our Saviour were always to be seen, 
for they were real ; those that were healed, and those that were 
raised from the dead, were seen, not only when they were 
healed or raised, but they were always there ; not only whilst 
He dwelt on the earth, but also after His departure, which they 
long survived ; so that some of them have lived even to our 
own times.” f 

The second of the Apologists, Aristides, still retained, after 
he became a Christian, the philosopher's cloak (rpiflwv, 
pallium), in order to be able to present Christianity to the 
educated heathen as the new philosophy from heaven 

Justin Martyr is worthy of notice as being the first among 
these apologists who is known to us by his own writings. He 
is the precursor of the Alexandrian church-teachers, since we 
recognise in him most distinctly the union of Platonism with 
Christianity. The accounts of his life and education are 
derived for the most part from his own writings ; and it will be 
the safest course to confine ourselves in the first place to his 
two Apologies ; inasmuch as these are the undoubted produc- 
tions of Justin, and bear the indubitable marks of a decidedly 
intellectual character. As to his other writings, they must 
first be compared with these, before we can decide upon their 
genuineness. 

Flavius Justinus was born in the city of Flavia Neapolis, 
the ancient Sichem in Samaria : it was at that time a Roman- 
Greek colony, in which the Greek language and culture pre- 
dominated. Probably it was not a decided taste for specula- 

* This word is to be understood in the sense of the New Testament, i. e. 
as designating a teacher, not connected with any particular church, but 
travelling about as a missionary to preach the gospel. 

f Euseb. 1. III. c. 37 ; 1. IV. c. 3 ; 1. V. c. 17. 

X Hieronym. de vir. illustr. c. 20, ep. 83, ad Magnum : Apoloeeticum 
con tex turn philosophorum sententia. The traveller De la Guilletiere 
says that in a cloister, about twenty-four miles from Athens, they pretend 
to be still in possession of this Apology. 
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tive inquiries, which in truth we cannot discover in him, but a 
feeling of a religious want which the popular religion could not 
satisfy-, that led him, with many others of his age, to the study 
of philosophy ; and precisely for this reason the philosophy of 
Plato would present the most attractions for him. It was not 
that he ever became a systematic follower of this philosophy, 
so much as that he adopted certain of its ideas, such as met 
the spirit of an age which yearned after religion. But the 
spirit of this philosophy could not so preoccupy his mind as to 
unfit it, as it did so many others, for other spiritual impressions. 
He informs us himself how he came to be a Christian.* “ J 
also,” he says, “was once an admirer of the doctrines of 
Plato ; and I heard the Christians abused. But when I saw 
them meet death, and all that is accounted terrible among men, 
without dismay, I knew it to be impossible that they should be 
living in sin and lust. I despised the opinion of the multitude. 
I glory in being a Christian, and take every pains to prove my- 
self worthy of my calling.” 

After becoming a Christian Justin still retained the mantle 
which he had worn as a pagan philosopher and ascetic, availing 
himself of his former garb and mode of life as a means to 
facilitate the introduction of religious and philosophical sub- 
jects, and thereby to prepare the way for bringing home the 
gospel to their hearts. Thus he may be regarded as an itine- 
rant missionary in the garb of a philosopher.} From one of 
his remarks in the second Apology, where, describing the 
public worship of the Christians, he says, “Such as are 
convinced we conduct, after we have baptized them, to the 
assembled brethren,” it has been too hastily inferred} that he 
was ordained to the spiritual office. But we have already ex- 
pressed our opinion that no such distinction was as yet made 
between clergy and laity as would render it improbable that 
Justin expressed himself in this way on the principle of the 
universal Christian priesthood. But whether he had been 
solemnly ordained, in the name of the church, to the office of 
an evangelist, or not — a question of little importance — liis gifts 

* Apolog. I. pp. 50, 51. f See vol. I. p. 381. 

J Even if the Dialogue with Trypho were not genuine, yet on this 
point we might avail ourselves of the accounts it contains ; since we may 
at least assume that the author was acquainted with the history of Justin's 
life. $ By Tillemont. 



THE APOLOGISTS. 


*14 

as & teacher would liardly be suffered to lie idle, when they 
could be so usefully employed, both in spreading the gospel 
among the heathen, and in giving instruction to the churches 
themselves. If any reliance can be placed on the story of 
'* Justin’s martyrdom, it would appear from it that, while he 
resided at Rome, a portion of the church, who understood the 
Greek language, were accustomed to meet and hear him 
discourse in his own house. 

We remarked in the first section of this history * that, soon 
after the death of the emperor Adrian, and at the beginning 
of the reign of Pius, the Christians were persecuted. It was 
oil this occasion that Justin, who happened to be then living at 
Rome, felt himself called upon to present to the emperor a 
written defence of their cause. As in the superscription he 
does not give to Marcus Aurelius the title of Caesar, it seems 
probable that it was written before Aurelius had been no- 
minated to that dignity, which happened in the year 139.f 

It is more difficult to determine at what time the work 
which goes by the name of the first Apology of Justin was 
written. The immediate occasion of his writing in defence of 
the Christians was an incident which presents a striking illus- 
tration of the working of Christianity and of the persecutions. 
A woman of Rome, who with her husband had led an 
abandoned life, became a convert. She now refused to share 
any longer in the vices of her husband, and used all her influ- 

* See vol. I. p. 103. 

f The superscription runs as follows : Aurox^dcro^t tWm a w 

'Avrcjv'ivw 'Eutrtfiu 2*jSa<r«nw K alcra-gt xec) O unptactfjbv v!S xa* A ovxIm 

Qiktfftym (according to Eusebius, <piXoo-o$ot>j xtutru^og tpvtru ul5> *«< Evtnfiovf 
urvotnry \peurry waJtucf, hgai rt <rvyxXiirw xeu %riuuu vravri *P v/uoucuv. The first 
named is the Augustus, Antoninus Pius, who had theu entered upon his reign ; 
the second, M. Antoninus Philosophus, to whom the emperor Hadrian (at 
whose request Antoninus Pius adopted him) bad given the name Annius 
Verissimus ; the third, Lucius Verus Antoninus, who afterwards was 
coregent with M. Aurelius. He was son of Lucius iElius Verus, whom 
Trajan had adopted and nominated Ctesar. After the early death of 
Lucius, he also, in compliance with the wish of Hadrian, was adopted 
by Antoninus Pius, who took the place of his father. The reading found 
in Eusebius is most probably the correct one ; for it can hardly be sup- 
posed that Lucius Verus would have two epithets. The surname “ phi- 
losopher” is quite incongruous as applied to a youth but nine years old ; 
while he might be styled, with perfect propriety, the ipe&rrvs 
The surname 44 philosopher ” would rather be given to the now deceased 
iElius Verus, wnom Spartianus calls “ eruditus in literis ” 
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ence to reclaim him. Being unsuccessful in this, and finding 
it impossible to remain connected with her husband without 
participating in his sins, she availed herself of the privilege 
allowed in such cases according to the doctrine of our Lew d, 
and procured a divorce. In revenge, her husband accused her 
of being a. Christian. The woman now petitioned the emperor 
that she might be allowed to arrange her domestic affairs, after 
which she would submit the matter to a judicial investigation. 
The husband, perceiving that his vengeance against his wife was 
thus likely to be delayed, turned his malice upon her Chris* 
tian teacher, whose name was Ptolemaeus. The latter was 
seized by a centurion and carried before the praefect of the 
city. Having boldly declared before the prsefect that he was 
a Christian, he was condemned to death. Another Christian, 
by name Lucius, on hearing this decision, said to the praefect, 
“ Why have you condemned to death this man, who is guilty 
neither of murder, nor theft, nor adultery, nor any other 
crime, merely because he has called himself a Christian ? 
You act in a manner which does not become the pious 
emperor, nor the philosopher, the emperor’s son.” * From 
these words the praefect concluded that the speaker was also a 
Christian, and, upon his avowing th&t it was so, condemned 
him likewise to death. A third met with the same fate. 

The question now arises, whether these events agree best 
with the reign of Antoninus Pius or with that of Marcus Aure- 
lius. We find nothing here which is directly against the 
former hypothesis ; for, as we formerly said, j the law of 
Trajan was by no means repealed by the rescripts of Hadrian 
and of Antoninus Pius : the public confession of Christianity 
might still be punished with death, although the clemency of 
the emperor left it in the power of every well-disposed ma- 
gistrate to exercise great indulgence. But is it probable that 
a Christian would thus address the praefect, if the reigning 
emperor himself had issued a severe edict against the Chris- 
tians as such ? j Moreover the Apology itself contains no 

* o v irprovra EvnfitT ttuTOK^are^i, 6ui\ QiXotfty# (according to Eusebios ; 
the common reading, pxetrotpou). 

f See vol. I. p. 144. 

t The reasons alleged by Hn Semisch (Studien und Kritiken, J. 1835, 
p. 939) against believing in the existence of any such law are far from 
being satisfactory. The psychological problem is solved in the way I 
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allusion whatever to the existence of a new law against the 
Christians, for the repeal of which J ustin was petitioning the 
emperor. It may be said that the language of Justin is ap- 
plicable only to the times of M. Aurelius, where he speaks of 
confessions extorted by the rack from slaves, women, and 
children, in which those popular rumours about the unnatural 
crimes said to be committed in the Christian assemblies were 
acknowledged to be true. Beyond question, * the first ex- 
amples of such proceedings against the Christians that are 
adduced occur under the reign of M. Aurelius ; but as 
popular fanaticism had begun as early as in the time of Nero 
to circulate such reports against the Christians, there may 
have been many a magistrate, previous to the times of the 
former emperor, disposed both to credit and to make use of 
such charges. Besides, in the Apology, which by universal 
consent is assigned to the reign of Antoninus Pius, Justin 
only asks that men would cease to place reliance on the blind 
reports of the populace against the Christians. He says, it is 
true, that the things which happened at Rome in the time of 
Urbicus were everywhere occurring ; that other governors 
acted in the same unreasonable manner ; that generally, when 
an individual was reformed by Christianity, one of his most 
intimate relations or friends would appear as his accuser, — all 
which apparently agrees only with the times of general perse- 
cution under M. Aurelius. But in the times of Antoninus Pius 
also the Christians were furiously attacked in many districts 
by the populace, and this fact moved the emperor to publish 
those edicts in order to quiet the minds of the people. It is 
singular too, that, in the designation of the reigning princes 
by Lucius, the surname “ philosopher ” is not given to M. Aure- 
lius, to whom it properly belonged, but should be transferred 
to Yerus, to whom it did not apply and is nowhere else given 
him ; while that of Antoninus Pius should be given to M. 
Aurelius, who in his lifetime was never known by that title, f 

have shown in my account of this persecution. It might be conceded, 
however, that the words may possibly have been spoken before the pub- 
lication of such a law. 

* See vol. I. p. 155. 

t Comp, the reasons, certainly not without weight, which Semisch 
lias presented in favour of the common explanation of these titles, in 
the Studien und Kritiken, J. 1835, S. 921. 
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Even if we reject the reading in Eusebius, it would not help 
the matter ; for, at the end of the Apology, the same predicates 
are once more subjoined to the names of the two emperors.* * * § 
These reasons concur to show that this Apology ought not to 
be placed, as it is by the common hypothesis, supported by the 
weighty authorities of Pagi, Tillemont, and Mosheim, in the 
reign of M. Aurelius ; but in the times of Antoninus Pius, as 
is maintained by Yalesius and Longuerue. 

It is remarkable, f again, that Justin twice refers,^ in this 
Apology, to something he had said before , which nevertheless 
does not occur in this Apology, but which is found in the first. 
He uses the same phrase, Ag 7 rpotyripev, which he also employs 
on other occasions, when he is referring to passages in tne 
same document ; aiid this hardly admits of being reconciled 
with the long interval of time by which, on the other hy- 
pothesis, we must suppose the two Apologies to have been 
separated from each other. 

Undoubtedly the authority of Eusebius is against us ; for 
he speaks of the first-cited Apology as the first, and as com- 
posed in the reign of Antoninus Pius, and places the second 
in that of M. Aurelius.§ It will be necessary, then, in order 
to retain our own view of the matter, to suppose that the true 
relation of the two Apologies to each other had, in the time 
of Eusebius, already become confused, which assuredly is not 
impossible. But we should not omit also to remark, that, if 
this Apology was written in the reign of Antoninus Pius, it is 
strange that Lucius did not appeal to the laws enacted by that 
emperor in favour of the Christians and forbidding all popular 

* Ei'j? evv vfiat tvtrtfitiag xa) (piXoffoQlxg ret Vtxaiet iiir\p 

laurvv Kflivcti* It is plain that the epithet QtXitroQog, which occurs at the 
beginning of the Apology of Athenagoras, whether applied to L. Veras 
or to Commodus, will not help to remove this difficulty ; since it may 
be easily shown that |hc predicate, belonging properly to only one of 
the emperors, is attributed to them both in common, as .the case there 
stands. 

t As the Benedictine editor long ago noticed. 

t According to the Benedictine edition, s. 4, where he speaks of 
enmity to Goa ; s. 6, where he speaks of the incarnation of the Logos ; 
and s. 8, where he speaks of Heraclitus. 

§ By comparing II. 13 and IV. 16 (IV. 11 is less clear), and by com- 
paring c. 17 with what precedes, we can scarce doubt that either the 
reading tr^ ort^ee is corrupt, or Eusebius so wrote through a mere 
oversight. 

VOL. II. 2 E 
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attacks upon them ; though we must admit that in such laws 
the Christians were ever disposed to find more than they really 
contained.* 

We have already had occasion to speak of Justin’s peculiar 
idea with regard to the spermatic Word (\6yog (nrep^ariKog), 
as related to the absolute, divine Logos, and constituting the 
transition betwixt Christianity and everything that was true and 
good in the times antecedent to Christianity — an idea which was 
laid hold of and carried still further by the Alexandrians. It 
is singular, however, that in Justin’s other writings not a hint 
is to be found respecting this idea, so predominant in the Apo- 
logies. It might be said, indeed, that Justin had simply made 
use of this idea with the special view of rendering the philoso- 
phical emperor more favourable to -his propositions ; but the 
■supposition is an unnatural one. Judging of Justin from his 
owa writings, we can hardly give him credit for sufficient ver- 
satility of mind to range so freely in a foreign circle of ideas 
which had. been merely borrowed to answer a present purpose. 
That more candid and liberal judgment of the Greek phi- 
losophy which leads him to state impartially and fairly 
opinions even which he censures, we must regard rather as 
the expression of his real views. But in his other writings, 
which aimed at the conversion of the heatheiis, he might be- 
yond doubt have employed the same method with as good 
effect as in the Apologies. Why, then, did he not employ it ? 
The case would appear still more singular if, according to the 
common view, we supposed that Justin wrote the two Apolo- 
gies in times so widely different. 

We have a work, under the name of Justin, entitled an 
Admonition to the Gentiles (rrapaivtrucbQ jrpoc ''EXXTyrac), the 
design of which is to convince the heathens of the insuffi- 
ciency of the popular worship, as well as of tlieir philo- 
sophical doctrines of religion, and of the necessity of a higher 
instruction from God himself. It is most probably the same 
treatise which we find quoted by Eusebius and Photius under the 

* I cannot, however, think the difficulty so great as it is considered to 
be by Hr. Semisch (1. c. p. 920), who does "not believe that a praefect 
under this reign would have acted in this manner. For Trajan’s rescript 
was certainly still in full force, and a Christian who, before the civil 
magistrate, professed a religio illicita, and declared himself opposed to 
the state religion, had to be punished for his obstinacy (obstinatio). 
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title of The Refutation ifKtyypo)^ a designation well suited to 
its contents.* 

In this treatise we find no trace of that milder and more 
liberal way of thinking which we observe in the Apologias — 
no trace of that peculiar circle of ideas of which we have 
spoken, but rather the reverse. All true knowledge of God is 
here represented as derived solely from revelation. It is 
admitted, indeed, that, among the heathen, there were many 
feeble though misapprehended echoes of the truth. These 
the work derived from a misunderstood and corrupt tradition, 
and therein agrees with the idea prevailing among the Alexan- 
drian Jews, that, a knowledge of the doctrines communicated 
by divine revelation to the Hebrews had reached the Greeks 
through Egypt. While, in the Apologies, it is acknowledged 
that men existed among the heathen who, following the reve- 
lation of the Ao'yoc (rirEpfiariKoc, were, long before the appear- 
ance of Christianity, witnesses to the truth; here, on the 
contrary, it is asserted, f u Your own teachers have been con- 
strained, even against their will, to say a great deal for us 
concerning divine providence ; and particularly those of them 
who have resided in Egypt, and profited by the religion of 
Moses and his fathers.” 

We cannot, therefore, possibly suppose that this treatise 
sprang from the same mind as that which produced Justin’s 
Apologies. Yet, if we should be disposed to ascribe it to him, 
we cannot at least follow the common hypothesis, and consider 
it to be his first production after his conversion, but, on the 
contrary, one of his latest. We must then suppose that the 
mild and liberal way of thinking which he originally indulged 
became afterwards more narrow and rigid, and that those 
views, resulting from the peculiar direction of his mind, and 
originally predominant with him, concerning the relation of 
the revelations of I he \6yoQ tnrtpfiariKOf; to the revelation of 
the absolute Logos, which we find pervading the Apologies, 
had at some later period been wholly suppressed by the notions 
which he had imbibed from the Alexandrian Jews concerning 
a source of outward tradition.^ Such a change is indeed pos- 

* Comp. Semisch’s thorough investigation of this writing in the first 
vol. of his “ Monographic,” p. 105 ; where also will he found a list of the 
authors on this subject. f Cohortat. p. 15 . 

| It is not to be denied that these notions also occur in the Apologies; 

2 £ 2 
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Bible, and examples of the same kind are doubtless to be met 
with ; but it may be a question whether this treatise contains 
sufficiently decisive evidence of having proceeded from Justin 
to make such an hypothesis necessary. 

We have next, under the name of Justin, a short address to 
the Gentiles (\6yog npog ^EWrjvag). With this title, however, 
no work mentioned in the indexes to the writings of Justin 
among the ancients corresponds. Still, if we cannot consider 
it a production of Justin on the ground that it differs from the 
general style of his writings,* it bears at least the stamp of 
the same age. It is a rhetorical exhibition of the untenable- 

hut they are kept in the background, while the other view predominates. 
Apolog. II. p. 81 : “All that philosophers and poets have said about the 
immortality of the soul, about punishments after death, about the in- 
tuition of heavenly things, or about similar doctrines, they have been 
enabled to know, and to unfold, because they were furnished with a clue 
to them by the prophets. Hence there seems to be one and the same sun 
of truth for them all ; and it is plain that they have not correctly under- 
stood it, if they contradict one another.” So too, p. 92, Plato’s doctrine 
of the creation is traced to Moses. 

* Although I agree with Semisch in the result, yet I cannot concur 
with the reasons which he adduces (p. 166) for his decision that the 
writing is not Justin’s. The difference between the Admonition and 
the Apologies is in fact greater than that which lie makes so prominent 
between this and the other writings of Justin. What Justin says in the 
Apologies, respecting the motives which led him to abandon Paganism, 
may be easily reconciled with what he here alleges with regard to 
liis abhorrence of the immoralities in the pagan mythology ; for although 
he had learned already in the philosophical , schools to give another 
sense to the mythological narratives, yet this artificial concealment of 
the breach between philosophy and the traditional religion could not 
satisfy him. He might then justly mention this as one thing which led 
him to Christianity, though it was not the only one. In truih, a man is 
not always under the necessity of expressing in full everything that has 
contributed to induce a change in his convictions and conduct. The way, 
however, in which Christianity operated on him is not differently de- 
scribed in this and in his other writings. Hr. Semisch labours under a 
mistake when he supposes that in this treatise he finds it made a matter 
of boast that Christianity does not form philosophers. What is said 
is not this ; but that it makes men more thau philosophers,— that it con- 
verts mortals into gods ; and this, too, Justin might justly have said. 
Nor can. it be proved from this treatise that its author supposed no 
intermediate state after death, — no Hades as a transition stage; for, 
when he speaks of the return of redeemed souls to God, he is evidently 
referring to the ultimate end — the filial goal ; and, moreover, the expres- 
sion is too general and vague to furnish any grounds for deciding wha 
the author’s views were on this point. 
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ness of the pagan doctrine concerning the gods, in which the 
finest passage is the conclusion : “ The power of the Logos 
does not produce poets ; it does not create philosophers nor 
able orators ; but by forming us anew it makes of mortal men 
immortal beings, and converts mortals into gods. It transports 
us from the earth beyond the limits of Olympus. Come and 
submit yourselves to its influence. Become as I am, for I too 
was as you are. This has conquered me — the divinity of the 
doctrine, the power of the Logos ; for as a master serpent- 
charmer lures and frightens the hideous reptile from his. den, 
so the word expels the fearful passions of our sensual nature 
from the most secret recesses of the soul. And the cravings 
of lust having once been banished, the soul becomes calm and 
serene, and, delivered from the evil which had cleaved to it, 
returns to its Creator.” * 

The largest and most important work of Justin’s after the 
Apologies is his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew. The object 
of this work is to prove that Jesus is the Messiah promised in 
the Old Testament, and to refute the objections commonly urged 
against Christianity by the Jews of those days. Justin comes, 
probably at Ephesus, into company with one Trypho, a Jew, 
whom the war excited by Barcochba had driven from Pales- 
tine, and who, having travelled in Greece, had there studied, 
and become enamoured <*f, the Greek philosophy. The philo- 
sopher’s cloak, which Justin wore, led Trypho to accost him as 
he was taking a solitary walk, and, a conversation having arisen 
between them about the knowledge of God, Justin finally 
turns it to the subject of Christianity. This conversation, we 
are given to suppose, is recorded in this work. 

The unanimous testimony of the ancients assigns this Dia- 
logue to Justin. The author intimates that he is the same 
Justin who wrote the Apologies, by citing a passage from the 
so-called second Apology as his own production.*)* He describes 
himself in the introduction as one who had abandoned Platon- 
ism for Christianity, which applies perfectly well to Justin. 
No unprejudiced reader can deny that the writing must have 
been composed by a contemporary of Justin, or at least by a 

* Respecting the treatise “ qn the Unity of God,” Crtpi 
incorrectly ascribed to Justin, see the remarks of Semisen, 1. c. p. 167. 

f Vid. Simon Magus, Dial. Tryph. f. 349. 
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man who lived very near to those times. Such being the case, 
no good reason can be imagined why any one who, as appears 
from this book, was by his own personal qualifications entitled 
to rank as high as Justin himself, should, instead of writing 
in his own name, cause his work to appear under that of a 
contemporary. Besides, the book is wholly free from those 
marks of studious design, so apparent in other forgeries of the 
same period, wdiich were composed with the purpose of dis- 
seminating certain favourite opinions. Its prevailing aim is a 
polemical one against Jews and Judaizing Christians, and in it 
nothing was to be gained in the estimation of either party by 
using the name of a Samaritan pagan and quondam Platonist.* 

We are struck, it is true, at meeting in it with the same 
phenomena which we remarked in speaking of the “ Exhorta- 
tion to the Gentiles but here the case is altered. We have 
seen, in fact, Justin seeking to point out, on the one hand, 
the affinity of Christianity with the better sort of Greek philo- 
sophy, and, on the other, the unsatisfactory nature of that 
philosophy so far as it respects religion. Now, if in the 
Apologies, addressed to Marcus Aurelius the philosopher, 
particular prominence was necessarily given to the former 
point of view ; on the contrary, in a work which is aimed 
against Jews, who sought in the Greek philosophy a supple- 
ment to the religious instruction of the Old Testament,' this 
view would as consistently be kept back. At the same time 
there is an evident affinity of ideas between the Dialogue and 
the Apologies, even as regards the favourite thought of the 
Apologies, the \6yog (nrepfiariKOG. As in the first Apology 
Justin had said that men would have had some excuse for their 
sins if the Logos had first revealed himself to mankind only a 
hundred and fifty years ago ; if his agency had not been felt 
at all times among men through the medium of that Xoyoc 

* The arguments brought against the genuineness of this book by 
Wetstein, Prolegomena in Nov. Test, and Sender, in his edition of the 
same, 1764, p. 174, are drawn from die mode of citation from the Alex- 
andrian verlsion. Comp., on the other side, Stroth, in the Repertorium 
ftir bibl. u. morgen land. Literatur, Bd. II. S. 74; and also Roch, Justini 
M. Dial. c. Tryph. secundum regulas criticas examinat. et vottunuf 
convictus, 1 700, — a work which I have not seen ; and Lange, in the first 
vol. of his Dogmengeschichte, — an excellent refutation of Muenscher* 
Vid. Commentationes theologies, ed. Rosenmueller, Fuldner, et Maurer. 
T. I. P. II. 
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irwepfxartKoc ; so in the present treatise he makes the same 
remark in reference to the moral ideas inseparable from 
human nature ( ipvaticat eyvotcu), which force men everywhere 
to regard sin as sin, and which, by the influence of the evil 
spirit, by bad education, manners, and laws, were capable of 
being extinguished and suppressed rather than totally destroyed. 
What also he here says concerning that which had revealed 
itself as good at all times and by its own nature, and of the 
goodness whereby alone men could please God — in contra- 
distinction to the ceremonial law. which was valid only as a 
means of discipline and culture for the Jewish hardness of 
heart, or as typical of the future* — naturally leads to the idea 
of that Xoyoe cnrzpfxaTLKOQ by which a moral conscience was 
given to all mankind. 

It is very true that in the Apologies we find no trace of 
Chiliasm ; but still the spiritual ideas of eternal life and of 
the kingdom of Christ, which speak out so loudly in the 
Apologies, stand in no manner of contradiction with this 
doctrine ; and we should not forget that the Chiliasts them- 
selves regarded the millennium as being but a medium of 
transition to a higher stage of existence. It may perhaps be 
asserted that, in his Apologies, he did not mention this doc- 
trine, which, must have proved peculiarly offensive to the 
educated heathen, because, although important according to 
his own views, it nevertheless did not belong to the fundar 
mental doctrines of Christianity, which latter, we must allow, 
he exhibited without the least disguise, even when they were 
offensive to the heathen. On the contrary, in a dialogue 
designed to vindicate the Christian doctrine against the 
objections of the Jews, he had special reason for giving promi- 
nance to this point, in order to show that the Christians were 
orthodox in this particular, even according to the Jewish 
notions. An antipathy to Gnosticism and to the doctrines of 
Marcion is strongly marked in both works ; and with this 
feeling Chiliasm at that time readily sympathized. 

With regard to the doctrine of the Logos and of the Holy 
Spirit, we find in the Apologies and in the Dialogue a striking 
coincidence. Moreover, the thoughts and expressions which 

* T* (pvmi net) it) xec) V oXov xaXos xa) tlxxix suit »y*$x. See 
. vol. I. pp. 343, 365, 443. 
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occur in both productions exhibit still plainer marks of their 
having proceeded from the same author.* 

We cannot determine with certainty whether Justin actually 
had such a disputation with a Jew by the name of Trypho ; 
but it is at least probable that various disputations with Jews 
furnished him with an occasion for writing such a Dialogue, as 
he would thereby have acquired an intimate knowledge of the 
Jewish theology of the age. He was always ready to give 
Jews and Gentiles the reasons of his faith. As we are not able 
to distinguish in this Dialogue what is mere drapery from 
what is fact, so neither can we find in it any sufficient marks 
by which to determine its exact chronology. It is, however, 
certain, from the quotation from the first Apology, that it was 
composed at a later period than the latter, and probably, when 
we take into consideration all that has been said, subsequently 
to either of the Apologies. 

Justin speaks of the power of the gospel from his own 
experience, in the Dialogue as well as in the Apologies. 
“ 1 found in the doctrine of Christ,” he says, “ the only sure 
and salutary philosophy ; for it has in it a power to awe which 
restrains those who depart from the right way, and the sweetest 
peace becomes the portion of them that practise it. That this 
doctrine is sweeter than honey is evident from this fact, that 
we who have been formed by it refuse to deny the Master’s 
name, even to death.” 

We have to regret the loss of a work which Justin wrote 
against all the heretical sects of his day, and also of his book 

* The mystical interpretation of the Messianic passage, Gen. xlix. 
11. Apolog. II. p. 74: Ta y*£ u rkvvwv rhv rrekhv avrev I* 
all ft an rruQvktis” Tgoayytkrtxev %v rev eretBeuf, ev era<r%itv t/u.tkkt, 3/ 
atfjMTOf xaBalftuv revs rtertvovrag airy' « yttq KtxktifAtvvi vcro rev Stlov *viv~ 
(Mares St« rev «r^e<pti rev vrekfi, el rrtmvevrts airy tie tv avBgwrot, tv o7g oUu re 
**«£« rev Suv rrt^a, b koyos, re 3t t letj/itvev xi/mu rvs rrafvktts, rn/ixvrtxov 
rev t%ttv juutv atfia rev Quvveop iv«v, akK evx avGgAxri lev vr'ieparoty ikk f ix 

Si lag iwajutetf. Comp, with this the passage in Dial. Trypn. 273, which 
bespeaks the same author ; only that, in the former passage, he makes 
use of expressions which were borrowed from the Greek philosophy, 
as his purpose required that he should i T s rS xIumti avrev urerkvvuv 
fctkkuv revs arirrtvevras airy tirikov. 2 rekiv yae aired ixuktrt re aytev etntifMa 
revfit' avrev apenv afut^rtuv ka&ovras, I* els ecu Ivvapti fju i v ert^furr/, 
xal i v t £ yet $ 31 retfltrrat tv rti hvrifa avrev ra^evetet. To 31 al/ua trraQvkvs 
slwuv rev koyev, 3i3 vkvxt*,Jrt etlfMa jxiv i^u e X^trros evx dvfyvrev vrt£- 
(eares* clkk' ix rdf rev Stev }vvuftt*>$. 
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against Marcion. Whether the fragment of a work on the 
resurrection, which John of Damascus in the eighth century 
published under Justin's name, really belongs to him, is 
extremely doubtful : Eusebius, Jerome, and Photius, kjiew 
nothing of any such work. Their silence, however, is no 
proof that it was not liis.* 

Among the finest remains of Christian antiquity ranks 
the letter to Diognetus on the characteristics of the Christian 
worship compared with paganism and with Judaism, which is 
found among the works of Justin. It contains that noble 
description of the Christian life from which we have already 
made a brief quotation. Its language, its thoughts, and the 
silence of ancient writers, prove that it did hot come from the 
hand of Justin. Still the Christian simplicity which every- 
where pervades it is an evidence of its high antiquity. To this 
may be added the fact that the author places Judaism and 
paganism in the same category ; that he does not seem to con- 
sider the Jewish ritual as of divine origin ; and yet nothing 
properly Gnostic is to be found in the composition. Such a 
phenomenon can be accounted for only on the supposition of 
its belonging to a very early date. 

The circumstance, however, that the author speaks of the 
Jewish sacrificial worship as an institution still in existence 
would not warrant us tc< infer that it was written before the 
destruction of the temple at Jerusalem, for in a vivid descrip- 
tion he might well represent a bygone institution as actually 
existing. Nor is it any certain chronological mark that he 
styles himself a disciple of the apostles, for so he might call 
himself as a follower of their writings and doctrines. There 
is some doubt, however, whether this passage, which occurs in 
the beginning of the eleventh paragraph, belongs to the 
genuine letter. 

What follows came evidently from another hand. What is 
there said of the Jewish people, the divine authority of the 
Old Testament, and the orthodoxy attaching itself to the 
decisions of the fathers, is not in harmony with the mental 
character and mode of thinking which prevail in this letter. 

Justin, as he himself informs us in the last-cited Apology, 
expected that a certain cynic philosopher, Crescens by name, 
who belonged to one of the then famous classes of pretended 
* Comp. Semisch, 1. c. I. S. 146. 
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saints, and used his great influence with the populace to stir 
them up against the Christians, would be the means of his 
death ; for he had drawn on himself the particular hatred of 
tins man by unmasking his hypocrisy. According to Eusebius, 
Crescens actually accomplished what he had threatened ; but 
the only evidence of this that Eusebius adduces is a passage 
from Tatian, Justin’s disciple, which, however, amounts to 
no proof,* for Tatian simply says that Crescens sought to 
destroy Justin, from whence certainly it does not follow that 
he actually accomplished his purpose. f 

Eusebius may be right, however, in saying that Justin 
suffered martyrdoni under the reign of Marcus Aurelius. 
This account agrees with a report of the martyrdom of Justin 
and his companions, which comes to us, it is true, through a 
suspected channel, J but yet possesses many internal marks* 
which are more in favour of than against its authenticity.§ 
Next after Justin follows his disciple, Tatian of Assyria, of 
whom we have already spoken in our account of the Gnostic 
sects. || The means of tracing the course of his religious 
development have been furnished by himself, in a work of his 
which we shall soon have occasion to mention, and which is 
the only one of his that we possess. He was brought up in 
heathenism, and his extensive travels in the Roman empire 
made him acquainted with the multifarious forms of poly- 
theism. Not one among them all appeared to him to be a 
reasonable worship. In them lie saw religion everywhere 
made the handmaid of sin. Nor could he be satisfied with the 
fine-spun allegorical interpretations of the ancient fables, 
which represented them as symbols of a speculative system of 
nature ; and it seemed to him dishonourable for one to join in 
the popular worship who could not fall in with the common 

* S. 19, orat. contra Grecos, 
f &K»drk> «ri {ifakiTv r^ayttxrivffctffSctt. 

J In the collection of the Metaphrast Symeon. 

$ The fact that no wonderful stories, nothing strained or exaggerated, 
occurs in it ; that it contains nothing inconsistent with the simple rela- 
tions existing among Christian communities in that age ; that it makes 
no mention of Crescens, whereas we should expect, if such a tale of 
martyrdom had been invented by some Grceculus, that Justin’s .death 
would be ascribed to the contrivance of Crescens, and the latter, as a 
principal character, be made the subject of many fables. 

1| See vol. II. p. 125. 
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religious persuasion, and who saw in the doctrine of the gods 
nothing more than symbols of the elements and powers of 
nature. The mysteries, also, into which he had himself 
initiated seemed to him not to answer the expectations^ which 
they excited ; while the conflicting systems of the philosophers 
furnished no certain ground of religious convection. The con- 
tradiction which he often observed in pretended philosophers 
between the affected gravity of their costume, of their looks 
and discourses, and the frivolity of their conduct, filled him 
with distrust. While in this state of mind he happened to 
meet with the Old Testament, to which, as might very natu- 
rally happen to a Syrian, his attention had been drawn by 
what he had heard concerning the high antiquity of these 
writings compared with the religion of the Greeks. Of the 
impression which the perusal of the Old Testament made on 
his mind he thus speaks : “ These writings won my confidence 
by the simplicity of their style, the unaffected plainness of the 
speakers, the intelligible account of the creation ; by the 
predictions of future events, the salutary tendency of their 
precepts, and the prevailing doctrine of one God.” * The 
impression which he received from the study of the Old Testa- 
ment seems accordingly to have prepared the way for his 
belief in the gospel. t Having, while in this state of mind, 
made a visit to Rome, he was there converted to Christianity 
through the instrumentality of Justin, of whom he speaks in 
terms of high veneration. 

After the death of the latter he wrote his Discourse to the 
Gentiles, in w hich he vindicates the 66 philosophy of the bar- 
barians” ((f)t\()cro(f)ia ru>v flap fid pwr) against the contempt of the 
Greeks, who nevertheless had received the germs of all science 
and arts originally from the barbarians. In the view he takes 
of the relation of the Greek philosophy as well as religion to 
Christianity, we recognise the later much more than the 

earlier Justin. We have remarked on a former occasion! 

» T 

* Tatian had therefore already been convinced of the untenableness of 
polytheism, and indeed become satisfied that no religion but a monothe- 
istic one could be true. 

f It would be very strange, then, that Tatian should subsequently be- 
come an anti- Jewish Gnostic ; but we have already observed (pp. 125-128') 
that we are by no means warranted in adopting this supposition. 

X See p. 142. 
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that in this work the germ already appears of that speculative 
and ascetical way of thinking which he had probably brought 
along with him from Syria, as we may also perceive in it some 
of that obscurity # of style which is peculiar to the Syrians. 
He says to the heathens, “ Wherefore would you excite the 
religions of the sjate to a conflict with us ? And why should 
I, merely because I am unwilling to follow your religious 
laws, be hated as impious and godless ? The emperor com- 
mands us to pay tribute : I am ready to pay it. The Lord 
commands us to serve Him : I know how I am bound to serve 
Him ; for men are to be honoured after the manner of men, 
but that God only is to be feared who can be seen by no 
human eye, and comprehended by no human art. Only when 
bidden to deny Him shall I refuse to obey, but I will rather 
die than appear both false and ungrateful.” 

After Tatian comes Athenagoras, who addressed his Apology 
(jr pea field Trepl xpurneuw) to the emperor Marcus Aurelius 
and his son Commodus.* Of his personal history we have no 
definite accounts. Only two of the ancient writers name him, 
Methodius and Philip of Sida. This Philip of Sida, the last 
head of the Alexandrian catechetical school, is the only indivi- . 
dual who gives us any account of the life of Athenagoras ; f 
but the known incredibility of this author, the discrepancy 
between his statements and other more authentic reports, and 
the suspicious shape in which his fragment has reached us, 
render his statements unworthy of confidence. Neither the 
remarks of Athenagoras upon second marriages, nor what he 
says of the ecstacy of the prophets, whom he represents as 
blind organs of the influence of the Holy Spirit, are sufficient 
to prove that he was a Montanist ; for, as we have already 
remarked, the Montanists said nothing on these points that 
was altogether new ; they only pushed to the extreme a way of 
thinking on religious subjects and on ethics which was already 
existing. 

* See ttye treatise of Mosheim concerning the time when this Apology 
was composed, in the first vol. of his Commentationes ad hist, eccles. 
pertinentes. 

f Published by Dodwell, Dissertat. in IrenEeum. He reports that 
Athenagoras lived in the times of Hadrian and of Antoninus Pius ; that 
he presented his Apology to these emperors ; and that he was catechist 
before Clement at Alexandria. 
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Of this Athenagoras we have still remaining a work in 
Defence of the Doctrine of the Resurrection . 

In connection with the Apologists we may notice a certain 
Hermias, of whom we know nothing save that he wrote a 
short satire against the heathen philosophers (ZiaavpppQ nap 
(ptXotrpywv). In this work he does nothing more than 
bring together a number of absurd and contradictory opinions 
from the Greek philosophers, without advancing any positive 
doctrine of his own — a procedure which could hardly serve 
any useful purpose. For, to convince those who bad been 
philosophically educated, something more was necessary than 
this sort of declamation, while the uneducated needed no such 
warnings against the errors of the philosophers, and no such 
negative preparation for the reception of the gospel. We see 
in Hermias one of those bitter enemies of the Greek philosophy 
whom Clement of Alexandria thought it necessary to censure, 
and who, following the idle J ewish legend, pretended that the 
Greek philosophy had been derived from fallen angels. In 
the title of his book he is called the philosopher: perhaps 
he wore the philosopher’s mantle before his conversion, and, 
after it, passed at once from an enthusiastic admiration of the 
Greek philosophy to extreme abhorrence of it. For every- 
thing turns on the natural differences of disposition as well as 
on the inodes of conversion, whether the new Christian prin- 
ciple will seek to discover what is akin to itself in those earlier 
opinions which unconsciously perhaps had prepared the way 
for itself, or rather take up a position of uncompromising 
hostility to it. 

The church in Antioch, the great capital of the eastern 
division of Roman Asia, a flourishing seat of learning, could 
not fail to be supplied with teachers possessing a regular 
scientific education; and the contact into which these were 
thrown with educated heathens and with the Gnostics, whose 
native country was Syria, would naturally stimulate their 
literary activity. Under the emperor Marcus Aurelius, Theo- 
philus became bishop of this community. After the death of 
this emperor, and in the reign of Commodus, this bishop 
wrote an apologetical work in three books, addressed to Auto- 
lycus, a heathen, whose objections against Christianity had 
moved him to compose this treatise, in which he displays 
great erudition and power of thought. From this work we 
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have already made some extracts. It is worthy of notice tnat 
this Theophilus, who wrote against Marcion and Hermogenes, 
had also composed commentaries on the sacred scriptures. We 
here observe the germ of the exegetical principles which dis- 
tinguished the church at Antioch, of which we shall again 
have occasion to speak at the close of this section.* 

We observed that in Asia Minor a tendency opposed to 
the germinant Gnosis had grown out of the reaction of the 
principles which St. John had enforced by his own teaching 
and practice there — a tendency which sought to preserve 
uncorrupted and in its practical significancy the historical and 
objective side of Christianity ; but we have also seen how liable 
this tendency was, in its opposition to Gnosticism, to yield 
unduly to the influence of a sensuous Jewish element. And 
owing to the common interest which Christianity ai\d the 
church possessed in the struggle with Gnosticism, spiritual 
elements, otherwise importantly different, here came to be 
combined. Thus, even those with whom the Jewish element 
more strongly predominated were able to find in this common 
opposition, which caused all other differences to be overlooked, 
a point of agreement ; as we see, for example, in the case of 
Justin, who certainly was far from being inclined to Ebionism, 
and yet judged more mildly of those who bordered on this 
position (provided only they did not refuse to acknowledge the 
Gentile Christians as brethren in the faith) than he did of 
the Gnostics. This will serve to explain why Hegesippus , a 
church teacher, of Jewish origin and strong Jewish prepos- 

* Jerome cites, c. 25 de vir. ill. a commentary of his in evangelium 
(which may denote the entire corpus evangeliorum) and on the Pro- 
verbs; but adds, qui mihi cum superiorum voluminum elegantia et 
phrasi non videntur congruere. But, in the preface to his commentary 
on Matthew, he cites, very distinctly, commentaries of Theophilus ; and 
in his letter to Algasia, tom. IV. f. 197, he cites, as it seems, an ex- 
planatory harmony or synopsis of the evangelists by the same author 
(qui quatuor evangelistarum in unum opus dicta compingens). It is 
possible, indeed, that all this refers only to one and the same work. 
We have nothing more of his (as the Latin fragments which go under 
the name of Theophilus do not belong to the present Theophilus), unless 
other fragments may still be found in the Catenae. The examples which 
Jerome gives of his method of interpretation are remote from the spirit 
of the later Antiochian school ; for they savour of an allegorising &ncy, 
which, however, mi^ht be expected from his Alexandrian education, — 
so easy to be recognised in the first-cited work. 
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sessions, who lived under the reigns of the emperors Hadrian 
and Antoninus Pius 3 and who made the iirst attempt in the 
composition of a history of the church, should have been 
favourably disposed towards the anti-Gnostic tendency $$ the 
church. In the reign of the last-named emperor, Hegesippus, 
with a view perhaps of reconciling the differences existing 
between the communities which followed Jewish and those 
which followed Gentile customs, or of convincing himself by 
personal observation that an agreement in essentials subsisted 
among all the ancient churches, undertook a journey to Home, 
where he continued a considerable time. The result of Ins 
inquiries and collections was embodied in five books of 
ecclesiastical transactions (7 rtyre irrrojj.yyfj.ar a LKtcXymcuTTitwy 
7rpaJeo>v). In such a work we may well suppose that he has 
adopted many corrupt traditions of Jewish origin, and has been 
influenced by various errors growing out of the low, sensual 
conception of a Jewish Christian. The sketch he gives of 
James, who bore the surname of the brother of the Lord, is 
drawn in a perfectly Ebionitic taste.* From a quotation made 
by Stephanus Gobarus,t a monophysite author who lived near 
the close of the sixth century, we might conclude, indeed, 
that as a decided Ebionite he was opposed to the Apostle 
St. Paul ; for in the fifth book of his History of the Church, 
after citing 1 Corinth. 'A. 9, “ What eye hath not seen, nor 
ear heard, neither has entered into the heart of man,” he 
remarks, this is false, and those who use such language con- 
tradict the sacred scriptures and the Lord, who says, “ Blessed 
are your eyes, that they see, and your ears, that they hear,” 
Matth. xiii. 16. J If we refer these words of Hegesippus to 
the above-cited passage from St. Paul, it would seem to follow 
that he accused the latter of a false doctrine, or at least 
charged him with having quoted something as scripture which 
is not to be found in the scriptures. But the concurrence 
which Hegesippus expresses in the universal tradition of the 
church, and his connections with the church of Konie, are 
against this supposition ; according to which, however, he 
must necessarily have been opposed to them both. 

* Euseb. 1 . II. c. 23. _ f In Photius, cod. 235. 

| M etrtiv p,iv ugw&eu ravrct xou xurcttytuburBat rovg ravret fpetjiivovg 
ti Bum y%ec$m xcti rov xvg'tov kiyovret xrX. 
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In recent times several critics of church history have repre- 
sented the matter in quite an opposite light. Proceeding on 
the assumption that Hegesippus was given to such anti-Pauline 
Ebionitic views, they have thought themselves warranted in 
drawing from the fact of this father's acquiescence the conclu- 
sion that a kindred spirit prevailed in the greater portion of 
the church, and in the Roman church particularly. But in 
our opinion this argument proves too much, and therefore 
nothing at all ; for, if this inference were correct, it would fol- 
low that we must do nothing less tjian reverse the whole church 
history of the first centuries, and suppose changes of which 
there is not the slightest indication, and by which we should 
gain, it is true — but nothing more than that — a satisfactory ex- 
planation of the general recognition of St. Paul's apostolical 
authority. That the Roman church did not take its departure 
from a fundamental Jewish principle has, we think, been 
proved by our exposition of the facts of its history. What 
shall we say of a method of scientific investigation which on 
some obscure, isolated passage erects a theory, which, how- 
ever, conflicts with the more certain results which flow from 
the investigation of the credible, as also numerous sources of 
the ancient church ? Moreover, as Hegesippus believed that 
he found the pure doctrine of Christ in the first epistle of Cle- 
ment to the Corinthians,* where the presence of the Pauline 
element is not to be mistaken, he cannot have been opposed to St. 
Paul, as he necessarily must have been, if, in the words quoted 
above, it were really his intention to controvert this apostle. 

So far as we can judge (in our total ignorance of the 
context in which these words of Hegesippus occurred), we 
are rather disposed to conjecture that he made this remark, 
not in opposition to Paul,f but in his flaming zeal against 
the adversaries of the sensual Chiliasm, who might have 
employed the above passage, and others of the like character, 
to controvert the sensual representations of future happiness. 

In addition to the disputes with the Gnostics and the Apo- 
logies against the Gentiles, the controversy respecting the time 

* Euseb. 1. IV. c. 22. 

f It may, in fact, be a question from what source he took these words, 
as it is still an unsettled point from whence Paul himself made the 
citation. 
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of observing Easier * * * § and the prophetic claims of Montanism, 
furnished afterwards new materials for the literary activity of 
the teachers of* the church. The catalogue of writings drawn 
up by Melito bishop of Sardis, whom we have already*eited 
as the author of an Apology addressed to the emperor Mar- 
cus Aurelius, shows what were the matters which engaged 
the attention of the church- teachers of Asia Minor at that 
time. Among them we find the following : — Of a right con- 
versation, and of the prophets ; of prophecy ; of the church ; 
of the Revelations of St. John (treatises which, collectively, 
may have had reference to the great point of the Montanistic 
controversy) ; the Key — // kXblq — (also perhaps referring to 
the same subject, and alluding to the Authority of the Keys 
as bearing on the dispute about penitence) ; a discourse on 
the Lord’s day (perhaps with reference to the controversies 
between Jewish and Gentile Christians on the observance of 
the Sabbath or of Sunday) ; of the corporeity of God ;+ in de- 
fence of the material and anti- Gnostic views. The following 
writings may also have related to the controversy with Gnos- 
ticism : — Of the Nature of Man ; of the Creation ; of the Soul, 
whether from the body or from the spirit ; of the Birth of 
Christ ; of Truth ; of Faith ; of the Senses in obedience to 
Faith The importance of such topics, which entered so 
deeply into the life of the church in this period, causes the 
greater occasion to regret the loss of these writings.§ 

A contemporary of Melito was the Claudius Apollinaris, 
bishop of Ilierapolis in Fhrygia, whom we have mentioned on 
a former occasion. His writings, although not so voluminous, 
treated on many of the same topics. |j 

* Sue above, vol. I. p. 412. 

t n»g/ ivTatfiurev These words, it is true, may be understood, 

— of God who appeared in the body ; therefore, of God who became man ; 
but a comparison of them with the account which the trustworthy Origen 
gives of the contents of this book (fragment. Commentar. in Genes, 
vol. II. opp. fol. 25) compels us to adopt the interpretation given above. 

+ For the catalogue of these writings see Euseb. 1. IV. c. 26. 

§ Comp, on this point the learned and complete? disquisition of my 
worthy colleague and friend Prof. Piper, in the Studien und Kritiken, J. 
1838. lstes Heft. Would that the author might be induced to furnish 
soon a more ample work on these matters, as the fruit of his zealous 
researches during a long series of years in this wide field of patristic 
learning. 

|| If m the Catenae— -especially the Catenae published at Ixupsic, 1772, 

VOL. II. 2 F 
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From this school of church-teachers in Asia Minor pro- 
ceeded Irenseus, who, after the martyrdom of Pothinus, 
became bishop of the churches at Lyons and Vienna.* In 
his old age he still remembered what he had heard in his 
youth from the lips of the venerable Poly carp concerning 
the life and doctrines of Christ and His apostles. In a 
writing addressed to Florinus, a false teacher with whom, in 
youth, he had enjoyed the society of Polycarp, he says, — 
i6 These doctrines ” (those, viz., of Florinus) “ the elders who 
preceded us, who associated also with the apostles, did not 
teach thee ; for while I was yet a boy I saw thee in company 
with Polycarp in Asia Minor ; for I bear in remembrance 
what happened then better than what happens now. What 
we heard in childhood grows along with the soul and becomes 
one with it; so that I can describe the place in which the 
blessed Polycarp sat and spake ; his going in and out ; his 
manner of life, and the shape of his person ; the discourses 
which he delivered to the congregation ; how he spoke of his 
intercourse with St. John, and with the rest who had seen the 
Lord ; how he reported their sayings, and what he had heard 
from them respecting the Lord, His miracles, and His teach- 
ing. As he had received all from the eye-witnesses of His life, 
he narrated it in accordance with scripture. These things, by 
virtue of the grace of God imparted to me, I listened to, even 
then, with eagerness, and wrote them down, not on paper, but 
in my heart ; and by the grace of God I constantly recall 
them in fresh and vivid recollection. And I can witness be- 
fore God, that, if the blessed and apostolic presbyter had heard 
such things, he would have cried out, stopped his ears, and, 
according to his custom, said, ‘ O my good God ! upon what 
times hast thou brought me, that I must endure this ! ’ and he 
would have fled away from the place where, seated or standing, 
he had heard such discourses. ”f The spirit of Polycarp, which 
is thus described, passed over to Irenseus. • Of his peculiarly 

of Nicephorus on the Octateuchus — the fragments belonging to this 
Apollinaris were duly separated from those belonging to Apollinaris 
of Laodicea, and the fragments which are found in Eusebius, and in 
the Chronicon Paschale Alexandrinum, were compared with them, we 
should have better means of determining the characteristics of this church- 
teacher. 

* See above, vol. I. p. 116. 


t Euseb. 1. V. c. 20. 
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practical turn of mind both in conceiving and treating the doe* 
trines of faith, of his zeal for the essentials of Christianity, and 
his moderation and liberality in all controversies aboi& un- 
essential and outward things, we have before spoken. We have 
also remarked that he probably came forward as a peace- 
maker between the Montanists and their fierce adversaries. 
To Montanism that image of his mind which is impressed on 
his writings certainly presents no resemblance. If he had been 
a zealous Montanist, he would hardly have refrained, when 
touching upon any favourite theme of Montanism, to have 
appealed to the new disclosures imparted by the Paraclete ; 
but he uniformly appeals, to the scriptures alone, or to the tra- 
ditions of those ancient fathers of Asia Minor. We cannot, 
indeed, suppose that, where he speaks of the condemnation of 
fasle prophets,* he means by these words the Montanistic pro- 
phets ; for he probably cherished too high a regard for the 
Montanists to do that. Still, if he had been an ardent Mon* 
tanist, he would hardly have omitted, in the place where he 
classed together all that was worthy of condemnation, to men- 
tion, in connection with the false prophets, the opponents also of 
the true prophets. Instead of this, however, there immediately 
follows a passage which rather marks the spirit of Irenaeusf 
as being simply that of a lover of peace, who wished to 
prevent a schism between the Montanistic communities and 
the other churches, and who even hushed the disputes in the 
controversy about Easter. The Lord,” he says, “ will judge 
those also who excite divisions, who are destitute of the love 
of God, and seek their own profit, ratlier than the unity of 
the church ; who, for slight and frivolous reasons, rend, and, 
so far as in them lies, destroy the great and glorious body of 
Christ ; straining, in truth, at a gnat, and swallowing a camel. 
But all the good they can do can never make amends for the 
evil of schism.” 

Indeed it is impossible to find any stamp of Montanism in 
Irenaeus, except in those words where be combats the extreme 
antimontanistic tendency in those adversaries of St. John’s 

* Lib. IV. c. 33, s. 6. 

f From the very manner in which Tertullian, adr. Valentinian/c. 5, 
notices Irenscus, we may infer that he was no Montanist ; otherwise Ter- 
tullian would have called him, as he does Proculus just afterwards, 
“ noster/* 


2 p 2 
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gospel who have previously been mentioned.* When he 
speaks with so much heat and acrimony against those who 
refused to acknowledge the prophetic gift in the church, but 
looked on everything that pretended to be prophecy as 
nothing but the inspiration of fanaticism or of the evil spirit, 
and charged those who did so with the unpardonable sin against 
the Holy Ghost, he departs widely indeed from that character 
of moderation which, except when he is dealing with Gnostics, 
he uniformly displays. But this zeal simply shows the great 
importance which he attached to the extraordinary phenomena 
of Christian inspiration, as marking the continued commu- 
nication of life to the church by the Holy Spirit ; a remark 
which is confirmed, moreover, by many expressions in his 
writings. This, however, does not involve the essential charac- 
teristics of Montanism. For on this point, too, as is clear 
from what has already been said, Montanism simply exhibited 
the extreme result of a tendency of the religious mind which 
had been existing long before in the church. Moreover, if 
Irenseus lays stress on the fact that the prophetic spirit was 
poured out on women as well as men ; and if he assumed and 
believed that he found, in 1 Corinth, xi. 4, 5, a proof that the 
prophetical calling, as an exception to the general rule, au- 
thorised women to speak in the church ; even this would afford 
no conclusive jevidence of his attachment to Montanism. But 
at the same time he says of his opponents that they reduced to 
nothing those spiritual gifts which, by the good pleasure of 
the Father, had been poured out in the last times on the 
human race.*j‘ And the question now is, whether, in this 
remark, he intended the effusion of the Holy Spirit connected 
with the first appearance of Christianity, or one which pre- 
tended to lay the foundation of a new special epoch in the 
progressive development of the church. If the latter v r ere the 
case, he would then have recognised the mission of the new 
prophets, but at the same time have sought to prevent a schism 
between the communities adhering to these prophets and those 
of the rest of the church. 

The principal work of Irenseus (which, for the most part, 
lias come down to us only in an old verbal Latin translation, 

* See above, pp. 220, 303. 

f Ut donum Spiritus frustrentur, quod in novissimis temporibus, se- 
cundum placitum Patris, effusum est in humanum genus. 
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accompanied, however, with several important fragments of 
the Greek original) is his Refutation of the Gnostic System , 
in five books ; a work which presents as with the most faithful 
transcript of his mind. 

Many of the writings of Irenaeus we know only by their 
names. He himself quotes a work wherein he had treated 
a topic which seems to lie remote from the general direction 
of thought among the fathers ; viz. “ the peculiarities of the 
style of St. Paul,” his frequent use of hyperbata .* Probably 
the work did not specially relate to the peculiar style and 
phraseology of this apostle ; but the topic might be occasionally 
touched upon, while attacking the arbitrary method of the 
Gnostic exegesis, by Irenmus. He ascribes the peculiarity of 
St. Paul's style to the crowd of thoughts pressiug for utterance 
upon his ardent mind;t an important remark in its bearing 
on the development of the notion of inspiration. For in fact it 
implies a distinction of the divine and the human element — a 
consciousness that all is not alike to be traced to the operation 
of the Holy Spirit, but that some regard is to be had also to 
the form, which is dependent on the characteristic indivi- 
duality and self-activity of the man. Such a view of inspira- 
tion , by which the informing agency of the Holy Spirit does 
not preclude the natural psychological development of the 
individual, but rather gives to it the form in which it works, is 
clearly implied in many also of Tertullian’s statements. This 
is the case, for instance, when, assuming that the Apostle St. 
Paul did not always follow the same method in his apostolical 
labours, he supposes in him a progressive development of the 
Christian spirit, and asserts that he was at first, when the life 
of grace was beginning in him, stern and uncompromising, but 
af terwards became milder ; at first, like the Neophyte, he pro- 
nounced a more unqualified opposition to former principles, 
which, however, hf? afterwards learned to moderate, so as to be- 
come all things to all men .J Two opposite elements, in fact, 

* Lib. III. c. 7 : Quemadmodum de multis et alibi ostendimus hyper* 
batis earn utentem. 

f Propter velocitatem sermonum suorum et propter impetum, qui in 
ipso est, spiritus. 

} Paulus adhuc in gratia rudis, ferventer, ut adhuc Neopbytus, adver- 
sus Judaismum ; postraodum et ipse usu omnibus omnia futurus, ut omnes 
lucraretur. c. Marcion, lib. I. c. 20. 
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came here together in the case of the teachers of the church : 
a view of inspiration derived from the Jews, and specially 
applied by them to the prophetic element of the Old Testa- 
ment, which, exclusively supranaturalistic, supposed an alto- 
gether passive state of the soul ; and a conception which, after 
the analogy of the Christian consciousness, was derived from 
contemplating the apostolical writings in their characteristic 
individuality — a conception, however, which gave utterance 
to itself only in single occasional remarks, but without attain- 
ing to any systematic and matured form. But on this subject 
we must further remark, that Montanism, by giving special 
prominence to the former notion, and by nevertheless applying 
it to the properly prophetic states, led the way to a mode of 
distinguishing, from the extreme state of ecstatic inspiration, 
lower stages in which, while the consciousness was filled 
with the divine Spirit, nevertheless the human self-activity 
operated.* 

Of the writings belonging to this Father, which we find 
noticed among the ancients, we shall mention, besides those 
already named, only two letters, which possess an historical 
importance on account of their object ; for they are said to 
have been the means of healing certain divisions in the Roman 
church. One of these is addressed to Blastus, who was pro- 
bably a presbyter in the church of Rome. The statement given 
in the appendix to Tertullian’s Prescriptions, that Blastus, by 
adhering to the custom of Asia Minor as to the time of keeping 
Easter, had occasioned a division in the Roman church, may 
not have been altogether without foundation. This event 
must belong to the times of the Roman bishop Victor. Per- 
haps with this practice Blastus also joined several other 
Judaizing notions. 

The other letter was addressed to Florinus, a presbyter, 
with whom Ireraeus in early youth had enjoyed the society of 
the venerable Polycarp, and who, as it seems, had pushed 

* Thus Tertullian distinguishes what St. Paul (1 Corinth. 7) set forth, 
on the ground of the common principles of Christianity, as human counsel , 
and what he taught as revelation of the divine Spirit : Cum ergo, qui se 
fidelem dixerat, adjecit postea, Spiritual Dei se habere, quod nemo dubi- 
taret etiam de fideli, idctrco id dixit, ut sibi apostoli fastigium redderet: 
proprie enim apostoli Spiritum Sanctum habent, in operibus prophetic et 
effieacia virtutum documentisque linguarum, non ex parte, quod ccteri. 
Exhortat. castitatis, c. 5. 
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Mouarcbianism, or the doctrine of one only Creator of all 
existence, to such an extreme as to make God the author of 
evil.* 

Hippolytus, who held an important place among the eccle- 
siastical writers belonging to the first half of the third cen- 
tpry, was one of Irenaeus’ disciples, according to Photius.t 
Of his works, however, but a few fragments still remain. No 
doubt the simple testimony of Photius is not of itself sufficient 
fully to establish that he was a disciple of Irenaeus. However,* 
we may well allow the fee t to have been so, since, as is evident 
from his quotation, he had before his eyes certain statements 
of Hippolytus himself with regard to his relations to Irenaeus ; 
and since in this writer’s theological drift (so far as we can 
understand it from the fragments and titles of his works — if it 
be allowable to form a judgment from the mere titles, of his 

* From the title of the book, as it is cited by Eusebius, 1. V. c. 26, it 
is difficult to make out what there was peculiar in the opinions of FJo- 
rinus. The title is as follows : II tp) pova^'iKs, n tom /u.» uveu too 
xowrviv xaxuv. The first part of this title may doubtless be under- 
stood to mean that Florinus, as a Gnostic Dualist, had denied the 
doctrine of the /juovet^U : but with this the second part does not agree ; 
for the words cannot refer to any such fact as that Florinus held to an 
absolutely evil principle, or a Demiurge, as the author of an imperfect 
system of the world. In this case the title must have run thus : n«g* 
too pvt itvui Siov too ‘reir/.riv holkv ». Nothing else, therefore, can be 
understood, than that it was the design of Iremcus to show how the 
Monarchian doctrine ought to be maintained, so as not to make the pin 
the <iox* ruv xtLxiv ; and that Florinus, therefore, had made God 
the author of evil, either by teaching a system of absolute predestination 
— which many uneducated Christians derived from passages of the Old 
Testament, too literally understood (according to Origen, Philocal. c. 1, 

f. 17: T oiuZrez vToXotftf&otvovrts rev £hov f o<ro~* oi/Vi reiu uporarou 
xat ohtxurxTou ocvfyvirov ) — or by making God the creator of an absolutely 
evil being, whether a conscious or an unconscious one. (a fan). Again, if 
Florinus had barely entertained one of the common Gnostic doctrines 
concerning the origin of evil, Iremeus would not have 6aid that no other 
heretic had ever as yet ventured to bring forward such views. And, 
moreover, when Eusebius says that Florinus had subsequently allowed 
himself to be carried away by the doctrines of Valentine, and Irenaeus 
had been induced by this fact to write his book, oyhefiot, against 
him (see above the account of the Gnostic systems), it seems certainly to 
follow from this that the previous doctrines of Florinus were not 
Gnostic . We may conceive, then, that, when Florinus perceived the 
untenableness of a theory which placed the cause of evil in God, he fell 
into the other extreme, and supposed an independent principle of evil 
existing out of God. f Cod. 121 
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works as to the subject-matter and tendency of an author’s 
labours) there is nothing which contradicts this supposition, 
but, on the contrary, much which favours it. 

Hippolytus was a bishop. But as neither Eusebius nor 
Jerome was able to name the city in which he was bishop, we 
can say nothing more definite on the matter; and neither 
those later accounts, which transfer his bishopric to Arabia,* * * § ' 
nor the others, which place it in the neighbourhood of Rome, j* 
‘deserve consideration. Certainly there is much in favour of 
the supposition that his field of labour was in the East, but, 
on the other hand, much also which seems to show that it was 
in the West. These suppositions easily admit of being recon- 
ciled with each other, by distinguishing different periods of 
his life ; and the very circumstance that the scene of his 
labours was different at different times may have been the 
occasion of the vagueness which we observe in the ancient 
accounts concerning him. 

The complete list of his writings is obtained by comparing 
the statements of Eusebius and of Jerome, the notices of his 
works which are found' on his statue, J dug up in the year 
1551 near Rome, on the road to Tivoli, the accounts of 
Photius, and the catalogue of Ebedjesu,§ a Nestorian author 
in the thirteenth century. F rom this list we see that he com- 
posed works on a variety of subjects, exegetical, dogmatic, 
polemical, and chronological, besides homilies. 

Of his writings, however, we shall mention none but those 
which, on account of the topics they discuss, are worthy of 
notice in an historical point of view. In respect to those of 
an exegetical character, Jerome signifies that he anticipated 
Origen in giving the example of more full and copious expo- 
sitions of scripture, and that Origen’s friend Ambrose had 

* According to the conjecture of some authors, Portus Eomanus, or 
Aden, in Arabia ; a report which perhaps originated in a misconception 
of the passage in Eusebius, 1. VI. c. 20. 

t Portus Komanus, Ostia. 

X He is represented sitting on his episcopal chair, or : 

tinder him is the Easter cycle of sixteen years, which he prepared, 
xkvm ixxaihxearygmf, upon which there is a critical essay in the second 
vol. of Ideler’s Handbuch der Chronologie, p. 214. An engraving of 
the monument itself is to be found in the first vol. of Frabricius’ edition 
of the works of Hippolytus. 

§ In Assemani Bibliotheca Orientals, T. III. P. I. 



HIPPOLYTUS. 


441 


advised the latter to follow the same plan. He must also have 
met with Origen somewhere, either at Alexandria, in Pales- 
tine, or Arabia, since Jerome quotes a homily of Hippolytus 
in praise of the Saviour, which he had pronounced in Origen’s 
presence.*' His exegesis, if we may judge of it from the few 
remaining fragments, was of an allegorizing character. 

In the catalogue of his writings given on the ancient monu- 
ment occurs a work, 'Yirep rov tcara 'Iwdvvfiv tvayyeXiou ical 
airoK<x\v\pe(t>s. This can hardly be a commentary on these two 
books of scripture, though Jerome seems to cite a commentary 
of Hippolytus on the Apocalypse, for the title denotes rather a 
treatise in defence of these books. The title which Ebedjesu 
gives to the work also agrees with this supposition. We must 
suppose, then, that it was the design of this treatise to defend 
the genuineness of these scriptur.il books, and to vindicate 
them against the objections of the Alogi. If in this case it 
would seem that Hippolytus was an opponent of the ultra- 
Antimontanists, this conclusion is confirmed by the fact that 
he wrote a work on the charismata^ Moreover, it deserves 
consideration in this respect, that by Stephanus Gobarus the 
judgments of Hippolytus and of Gregory of Nyssa respecting 
the Monlanists are set one against the other, so that we may 
conclude that the former belonged to the defenders of the Mon- 
tanists. Whether the .atyaXaiu irpoc Valov, which Ebedjesu 
ascribes to him, ought also to be brought into the account here 
(upon the supposition, namely, that this Caius was the warm 
opponent of Montanisui), cannot be positively determined. 

A work against thirty-two heresies is cited as belonging to 
Hippolytus. It ends, according to Photius, with the heresy 
of Noetus. According to a citation of Photius, Hippolytus 
stated that in his work he had availed himself of a series of 
discourses by Irenosus against these false teachers.f His 

* Perhaps much light would he thrown on the history of the Epiphany 
and Christmas festivals, if these homilies had been preserved to our 
times. 

f It cannot he determined with perfect certainty whether this vtork 
bore the title ’a ^oo-toXixv wa.$o£o<n% or whether the 

work on the charismata and the exhibition of the apostolic tradition 
were two different productious. 

4 The words of Photius are, T 'auras ( rus alg'urui) <pncr)v 
vsro/3 XrtSnvaa ifuXovvros Etowctlou' m xtt) ffvv o *Irwokvr«s Totovftmt 
reh to /3//3A/OV Qrjft trvvriraj'tvai. 
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treatise against Noetus, which has been preserved, and pro- 
bably formed the conclusion of the work, we have on a former 
occasion alluded to. 

We have besides a treatise of his of little importance on 
Antichrist , with which also Photius was acquainted. The 
same compiler cites from him a commentary on Daniel, from 
which he adduces the noticeable fact * that Hippolytus fixed 
the end of the world at five centuries after the birth of Christ. 
In this circumstance of his fixing on a remoter date than was 
commonly assumed in the early church, we discern the effect 
of the tranquil times which the church then enjoyed under 
Alexander Severus. 

In the list of the writings of Hippolytus, found on the 
monument of which we have spoken, occurs a TzporpeirnKov Trpos 
SefirjpsLvav. It is scarcely to be doubted that this is the same 
treatise from which, under the title of a letter to a queen or 
empress (npo c 3a<ri\tf)a), Theodoret, in his ipaytarric, quotes 
several passages, which Fabricius lias collected in his edition 
of Hippolytus. The matter of these quotations corresponds with 
the title which the work bears on the monument. It is an 
exposition of the doctrines of the Christian faith for the use of 
a heathen lady. The Severina referred to must therefore 
have been a queen or empress. But the name Severina can 
hardly be quite correct — it should be f Severa ; — and there is 
every reason to suppose it was Severa, the wife of the emperor 
Philip the Arabian. t 

The theological development of the North- African church 
took quite a peculiar character. The theological spirit that 
prevailed here was continually shaping itself into a more settled 
form, from the time of Tertullian to that of Augustin ; and 
afterwards, through Augustin, acquired the greatest possible 
influence over the whole Western church. 

Tertullian presents special claims to our attention, both as 
the first representative of the theological tendency in the North- 
African church, and also as a representative of the Montan- 
istic ideas. He was a man of an ardent and profound mind, 
of warm and deep feelings ; inclined to surrender himself up, 
with his whole soul and strength, to the object of his love* and 
sternly to repel whatever was foreign from it. He possessed 
* Cod. 202. f See vol. I. p. 175. 
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rich and various stores of knowledge ; which, however, ill- 
digested, had been accumulated without scientific arrangement. 
His profoundness of thought was not «uniied with logical clear- 
ness and sobriety : an unbridled, ardent, but highly senmous 
imagination governed him. His fiery and positive disposi- 
tion, combined with his previous training as an advocate or 
rhetorician, easily impelled him, especially in controversy, to 
rhetorical exaggerations. When he defends a cause of whose 
truth he is convinced, we often see in him the advocate, who 
does but collect together all the arguments which can help 
his case, it matters not whether they are true arguments or 
only plausible sophisms ; and in such cases the very exuberance 
of his talent sometimes leads him astray from the simple feeling 
of truth. What renders this man a highly important pheno- 
menon to the Christian historian is the fact that Christianity 
is the inspiring soul of his life and thoughts ; that out of 
Christianity an entirely new and rich inner world developed 
itself to his mind ; but the leaven of Christianity had first to 
penetrate and completely to refine that fiery, bold, and withal 
rugged nature — the new wine in an old bottle. Tertullian 
often had more within him than he was able to express : the 
overflowing mind was at a loss for the suitable form. He had 
to create a language for the new spiritual matter, — and that 
out of the rude Piutic Latin, — without the aid of a logical and 
grammatical education, and in the very midst of the current 
of thoughts and feelings by which his ardent nature was 
hurried along. Hence his often difficult and obscure phrase- 
ology : but lienee, also, its original and striking turns. And 
hence this great Christian Father, who unites great gjfts with 
great failings, has been so often misconceived by those who 
could form 110 friendship with the spirit which dwelt in so 
ungainly a form. 

Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus was born, probably 
at Carthage, in the later times of the second century. His 
father was a centurion in the service of the proconsul at 
Cartilage. He was, at first, an advocate, or perhaps a rhe- 
torician ; and he did not embrace Christianity until he had 
arrived at the age of manhood. He then obtained, if Jerome’s 
account is correct, the office of presbyter ; whether at Home 
or at Carthage is, however, doubtful. The latter place is*|n 
itself, the most probable ; since in different writings, composed 
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at different times, he discourses like one who was settled in 
Carthage ; though Eusebius and Jerome speak for the former.* 
Tertullian’s conversion to Montanism may be satisfactorily 
explained from its affinity with the original bent of his mind 
and feelings. 

His writings run through a very wide range of topics con- 
nected with Ciiristian doctrine and conversation ; and it is 
here particularly important to distinguish those of his works 
which bear the stamp of Montanism, from those in which 
there are no traces of that error. t 

* The words of Eusebius, I. II. e, 2, <r«v /ubuXurra. It) *P ufies 
do not directly imply that when a Christian he took an important place 
in the Roman church ; but, according to the connection, may very well 
mean that before his conversion to Christianity he stood in high repute 
at Home as a jurisconsult (for the arbitrary translation of ltufinus — 
“ inter nostros scriptores admodum clarus” — must at all events be re- 
jected) : but then, to be sure, we might still infer, that, if Tertullian lived 
at Rome when a heathen, and enjoyed there so high a reputation, it is 
also probable that he was there first invested with a spiritual office. 
Jerome says that he was moved to embrace Montanism by the envy 
and calumnies of the Roman clergy. But such stories, with which the 
ancient fathers were so apt to impose on themselves, are always most 
suspicious. For there has always existed a very strong disposition to 
ascribe to some outward cause every defection from the Catholic church 
to the heretics. And Jerome, although he respected the cathedra Petri 
in the Roman church, was yet particularly inclined to repeat evil stories 
of the Roman clergy, who, during his residence in Rome, especially after 
the death of Damasus, had occasioned him so much annoyance. He was 
especially prone to accuse them of envy towards great talents. 

f A more full investigation of this topic may be found in my Mono- 
graph on the character of Tertullian. I will here only add a few remarks 
in answer to the objections brought against my assertions by Dr. von 
Colin. The passage concerning fasts and mortifications cannot by any 
means be considered as an evidence of the Montanism of the author ; for 
a ..voluntary was certainly resorted to by many who were no 

Montanists. The expression, “ jejuni a conjungere,*' might (although 
not necessarily) be understood as referring to a — not Montanistic — 
superpusitio (continuation of fasting from Friday to Saturday, on which 
no Montauist fasted). Besides, the whole manner in which penitence is 
here spoken of, the spirit of gentleness which breathes through every 
remark, does not savour of Montanism. As to the work on the prescrip- 
tions , I do not find myself, upon a review of it, disposed to alter my 
opinion that it did not originate in Montanism. The words, “ alius libel- 
lus huuc gradum sustinehit,” contr. Marcion. 1. I. c. 2, Tertullian might 
use of a work already written, no matter whether by himself or by some 
other person, personifying it as an advocate. From the circumstance 
that, in the symbol of faith, c. 13, the doctrine of creation from nothing 
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It is a question difficult to determine whether Tertullian 
always remained in the same connection with the Montanistic 
party, or whether, at some later period, he again inclined 
more to the Catholic church, and endeavoured to strike <\ut a 
middle path between the two parties. The reports of Augustin* 
and of Prsedestinatusjf as well as the account given by the latterf 
of a Montanistic work of Tertullian, which has for its object to 
diminish the number of controverted points between the two 
parties, favour indeed the latter supposition ; and on this hypo* 
thesis many writings of Tertullian which are moderately 
Montanistic, or which merely border on Montanism, might be 
assigned to a different period of his life. These accounts, 
however, are not sufficiently worthy of credit. From the 
character of Tertullian it may easily be conceived that he 
would persevere in the mode of thinking he had once shaped 
out for himself, and only become the more obstinate by oppo- 
sition. The distinct sect of Tertullianists , which appears to 
have existed in the fifth century at Carthage, furnishes no 
evidence in favour of that supposition ; for it is possible that 
this sect, holding the peculiar opinions of Tertullian, had 
been formed at a later period, when the correspondence with 
the Montanistic churches in Asia had been interrupted. 

The study of Tertullian’* writings had manifestly an im- 
portant influence on the development of Cyprian as a doctrinal 

is made particularly prominent, it by no means follows that he had 
already had to sustain a conflict with Iiermogenes ; for, even in the 
controversy with the Gnostics, this article was necessarily made a promi- 
nent point ; and the context in which the words there stand intimates 
that it was the Gnostics, rather than Hermogenes, whom he had in view. 
Besides, it is no doubt certain, from c. 30, that, when Tertullian wrote this 
book, Hermogenes had already advanced his peculiar dogmas ; hut it can* 
not possibly be proved that Hermogenes might not have broached his 
opinions a great while before Tertullian wrote his book against him. 
From the cursory manner in which Tertullian speaks of him in the 
Prescriptions, we might conjecture that he was then considered by him 
os a person of no great importance ; and that it was not until the Monta- 
nistic interest was superadaed to other occasions of hostility that he was 
led to engage in a more detailed attack of the doctrines of Hermogenes. 
The way in which he speaks of the emanation of the Logos cannot he 
called Montanistic; for he expresses himself after the same manner in 
the Apologeticus, c. 21. And on the passage in the book de patientia, 
c. 1, compare the remarks on page 352. 

* Haeres. 86. t H. 86. % H. 26. 
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writer* Jerome, speaking after a tradition which was said to 
have borne from a secretary of Cyprian, informs ns that the 
latter was in the habit of reading something daily from the 
writings of Tertullian, whom he was accustomed to call em- 
phatically the Teacher .* 

Concerning the character, the labours, and the most impor- 
tant writings of Cyprian, we have already said enough in 
various places. We shall only mention here a remarkable 
work of Cyprian’s, his three books of testimonies (testimonia), 
consistingof a collection of the most important passages of 
the Bible, to prove that Jesus is the Messiah promised in the 
Old Testament, and to serve as a foundation for the scheme of 
Christian faith and morals. The collection was intended for 
the use of a certain Quirinus, who had requested the bishop 
to draw up for him, as a daily exercise and aid to the memory, 
a short abstract of this sort, which should embrace the essen- 
tial points of scriptural faith and practice. As Cyprian calls 
him “ my son,” it cannot have been a bishop or presbyter for 
whom Cyprian had prepared a collection of this sort, to be 
used as a guide in imparting religious instruction. *)* When 
we compare together the introduction to the second and to the 
third books, it becomes very probable that the individual to 
whom Cyprian wrote was a layman of his own church, whom 
he wished to assist in gaining a familiar acquaintance with the 
practical truths and most important rules for all the principal 
relations of the Christian life.J This collection, then, will 

* Da magistrum, said he to his secretary ; Jerome de viris illustribus, 
c. 53. To see what use he makes of Tertullian’s writings, compare par- 
ticularly the writings of Cyprian de oratione dominica and de patientia 
with Tertullian’s treatises on the same subjects ; aud de idolorum vani- 
tate with the Apologeticus. 

f As might be inferred from the words at the beginning, “ quibus non 
tam tractasse, quam tractantibus materiam praebuisse videamur.” On this 
supposition we could only presume that he had prepared the collection 
as a guide or handbook for a deacon or a catechist, a doctor audientium . 
But the following words show that the collection was also designed for the 
purpose of impressing deeply on the memory, by frequent perusal, certain 
important passages and doctrines of scripture. It must have been in- 
tended, then, to serve at the same time as a guide for the religious 
teacher, and as a manual for the catechumens. The view expressed 
above, however, is the most natural one. 

X Quae esse facilia et utilia legentibus possunt, dum in breviarum pauca 
digesta et velociter perleguntur et frequenter iterantur. 



CYPRUS — COMMODUN. 


447 


serve to show the intimate connection subsisting between the 
bishop and those members of his flock who were solicitous for 
the welfare of their souls, and the anxiety he felt to make 
every individual familiarly acquainted with the divine Word; 
a wish which he particularly expresses in the beautiful words 
which conclude the preface to the first book : “ More strength 
will be imparted to thee, and the eyes of thy understanding 
will continually grow clearer, if thou searchest more care- 
fully through the Old and New Testament, and diligently 
perusest all parts of the holy scriptures; for I have only 
drawn a little out of the divine fountain to send thee in the 
mean time. Thou canst drink more copiously and satisfy 
thyself, when, with us, thou also approachest to the same 
fountain of divine fulness, in order to drink after the same 
manner . 99 

The particular rules, which Cyprian sets forth and supports 
with passages from scripture, evince the deep interest which he 
took in counteracting tlie erroneous notion that it is possible 
to satisfy the demands of the gospel and to obtain salvation by 
a mere outward profession and observance of Christian cere- 
monies ; but at the same time also show how necessary he felt 
it to impress the laity with the same reverence for the priestly 
order as the Old Testament enjoins. 

Not long after Cyprian, there lived in the same country a 
writer known to us only by a production of some importance 
on account of its bearing on the history of Christian manners 
and of Christian worship, namely, Commodian.* His work 
is written in verse, and entitled Rules of Living (Instructiones, 
exhortations and admonitions). He describes himself in the 
preface as one who, having formerly been a pagan, had by the 
study of the Bible been led to see the vanity of heathenism, 
and to embrace the Christian faith, f He intimates that, as he 
had believed, with the great majority, that death made an end 


* Gennadius (c. 1 5) has nothing more to say about him than what 
might be gathered by any one out of his writings. 

t Ego similiter en-avi tempore multo, 

Fano prosequendo, parentibua insciis ipsin, 

(bis parents were pagans, which class is denoted throughout this work 
by the term “ insciis”) 

Abstvfti me tandem bade legendo de lege. 
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of man’s personal existence, he was especially attracted by the 
promise of an eternal and divine life, which was offered him 
in the scriptures.* He bewails himself as one who, by falling 
into sin after baptism, had subjected himself to the penance of 
the church : this he confesses in his address to the poenitentes,| 
whom he exhorts to surrender themselves to mortification for 
their sins, but not to despair ; to seek after the physician and 
the true medicine, and not to separate themselves from the 
church 4 And in encouraging his Christian brethren to the 
conflict, he says that he does not in self-exaltation, as a just 
one, address them.§ Considering the extent to which the 
hierarchical element flourished in North Africa, it is the more 
remarkable to observe how he ventures, though a layman, to 
admonish and censure even the clergy. While avaricious 
teachers allowed themselves to be bribed by presents, or in- 
duced by the respect of persons, to be silent where they ought 
to have reproved sinful conduct, he felt constrained to rouse 
the misled laity out of their security. || We discern the more 
free spirit, incapable of bowing the knee to sacerdotal autho- 
rity which had passed to him from that study of the Bible by 
which he had been led to Christianity. The Christian spirit, how- 
ever, in these admonitions, which otherwise evince so lively a 
zeal for good morals, is disturbed by a sensuous Jewish ele- 
ment, a gross Chiliasm ; as, for example, when it is affirmed 

• Gens ct ego fui perversa mente moratus, 

Et vitam istius swculi veram esse putabam, 

Mortemque similiter sicut vos judicabam adesse ; 

Cum semel exisset, animum periisse defnnctum. N. 26. 

-}• Namque, fatebor enim, unum me ex vobis adesse 
Terroremque linquondum : sensi ipse ruinam. 

Idcirco commoneo vulneratos cautius ire. N. 49. 

$ Peon i tens es foetus, noctibus diebusque preeaxe : 

Attamen a matre noli discedere longe, 

Kt tibi mwericora poterit altissimus esse. 

Tu si vulnus habes, herbam medicumque require. 

$ Justus ego non sum, fratres, de cloaca levatus : 

Nee me supertollo, sed doleo vestri. N. 61. 

|| Si quidam doctores, dum exspectant munera vestra, 

Auttiment personas, laxant singula vobis; 

Et ego [non j doleo, sed cogor dicere verum. 

And afterwards : 

Observas mandatum hominia (the clergy') et Dei devitas. 1 

Tu fldis muneri, quo doctores ora procludunt, 

Ut taceant, neque dicant tibl jusaa divina. 

Me vera dicente, sicut teneris, prospice Summum.* N. 57. 
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that the lordly masters of the world should in the millennium 
do menial service for the saints.* 

The work was composed at a time when the church enjoyed 
quiet, perhaps under the reign of Gallienus, and refers to the 
recent persecutions, to the multitude of the lapsed, to the 
schisms of Felicissimus and Novatian. The author himself 
testifies that he wrote in the third century.^ 

We have still tq mention, in the present section, as belong- 
ing to the same church, Arnobius, although he evinces an 
independent doctrinal training, and the spirit of the North 
African church seems not (at least at the time when he came 
forward as a Christian author) to have exercised any influence 
on him — a fact which may be accounted for if we consider the 
free, independent manner in which he seems to have come to 
Christianity, through the reading of the New Testament, 
especially the gospels. He was a rhetorician of Sicca, in 
Numidia, and lived in the reign of the emperor Diocletian. { 
His writings bear testimony to his possessing the literary 
acquirements considered necessary for a {rhetorician in so con- 
siderable a city. Jerome iu his chronicle tells us that Arno- 
bius, who, up to the time, had ever been an enemy to Christ 
tianity, was moved by a dream to embrace the faith, but that 
the bishop to whom he applied, knowing his hostility to Chris- 
tianity, would not trust him, and that hence Arnobius was led 
to write his apologetical work (the septem libros disputationum 
ad versus gentes), to prove to him the honesty of his convictions. 
This story has been suspected to be an interpolation, for cer- 
tainly it is wholly out of place where it stands. That all this 
should have taken place in the twentieth year of Constantine 
(in the year 326) is a manifest anachronism. Arnobius, more- 
over, looks like one who had come to the faith after a long 
protracted examination, and not by a sudden impression from 
dreams. The work does not bespeak the novice, who was still 
a catechumen, but a man already mature in his convictions, 


• Nobilesque viri, sab antichristo devieto, (Nero, who was to barn Rome,) 
Ex praecepto l>6i rursum vi rentes in ®vo 
Mille quidem ,4nnis, ut serviant sanctis, et alto 
Sub jugo serrlli, ut portent victualia collo. N. 80. 

•f* Et si parvulitas sic sensit, cur annis ducentis 
Fuistis infantes ; numquid et semper eritis ? N. 6. 

t Hieronym. de vir. illustr. c. 79. 

vol. u. 2 a 
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although not altogether orthodox according to the views of 
the church. 

Still we are not warranted on these grounds to reject the 
narrative entirely. We have already had occasion to remark * 
how, by such impressions, many were* prepared for conversion. 
It is not asserted in the story that his conversion was due entirely 
to stick impressions ; his own work, it is plain, would speak 
against this. But if, as it will appear from the passages about 
to be cited, Arnobius was devoted to blind heathen supersti- 
tion, it is so much the less improbable that powerful outward 
impressions were requisite, in the first instance, in order to 
lead the zealous pagan to enter upon an examination of 
Christianity. But, in any case, it seems probable that he 
had been convinced of the truth for some time before he 
offered himself for baptism — a fact easily explained by the 
circumstances of the times. His apologetical work seems to 
have been written, it is true, in consequence of an impulse 
from within, and not by any outward occasion. But it may 
have been, also, that his determination to make a public pro- 
fession of Christianity, and to appear as a public defender of 
Christianity, had been concurrently formed within his soul, and 
that it was with this determination he proceeded to the bishop. 
In later times the bishops were often too little disposed to 
mistrust those who became Christians from outward motives. 
But that a bishop, in these fearful times of the church, when 
he saw before him a man who had expressed himself with 
bitterness against Christianity, should fear that he had to do 
with a malicious spy, is not so improbable. And now, for the 
purpose of dispelling at once his doubts, Arnobius produces 
his Apology. He speaks of the change which had been 
wrought in himself by Christianity in the following manner : t 
“ O blindness ! But a short time ago I worshipped the images 
that had just come from the furnace of the smith ; the gods 
that had been shaped on the anvil and by the hammer. When 
I saw a smooth worn stone, besmeared with oil, I addressed it 
as if a living power were there, and prayed to the senseless 
stone for benefits to myself, thus doing foul dishonour even 
to the gods, whom, I esteemed as such, when I supposed them 
to be wood, stone, or bones, or imagined that they dwelt in 


See vol. I. p. 103. 


t Lib. I. c. 39. 
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such things. Now that I have been led by so great a Teacher 
in the way of truth, I know what all that is.** 

As to the time when Amobius wrote his work, it is given 
by himself when he says* * * § that it was 1050 years, or not much 
less, since the building of Rome. This, according to the 
-ZEra Varroniana, then commonly adopted (which places the 
building of Rome in 753 b.c.), would coincide with the year 
297 of the Christian era. This result however cannot stand, 
for the work contains evident allusions to the persecutions 
under Diocletian, which first broke out in the year 303. f We 
must therefore suppose, either that Amobius made use of sotrn 
other era, or that he made a mistake in the exact number, | 
or perhaps that he had been engaged on the work at different 
times. He says to the heathen, § “ If you had been animated by 
a pious zeal for your religion, you would have long ago rather 
burned those writings and demolished those theatres in which 
the shame of the gods is daily made public in scandalous plays. 
For why do our scriptures deserve to be committed to the 
flames, and our places of assembly to be destroyed in which 
the Supreme God is worshipped, peace and blessing invoked 
on all who are in authority, on the army and the emperor, 
joy and peace on the living and those who have been liberated 
from the bonds of the flesh — in which nothing else is heard 
but what is calculated to make men humane, gentle, modest, 
and pure; ready to communicate of their substance, and to 
become the kinsmen of all those who are united in the same 
bond of brotherhood ?” 

Moreover, the very objection brought by the heathens against 
Christianity which (as he says himself) moved Arnobius to 
write, indicates the point of time in which he wrote, for it was 
precisely the same charge as occasioned the Diocletian perse- 
cution — namely, the public calamities, which were said to have 
arisen because the worship of the gods had been supplanted 
by Christianity, and because men no longer enjoyed their 
protection and aid. To this Arnobius justly replies, “ If men, 
instead of relying on their own wisdom and following their 

* Lib. II. c. 71 f See vol. I. p. 204. 

X This is the most natural supposition ; for certainly the chronology 
of Arnobius is not accurate. Thus, lib. I. c. 13, he says, Trecenti snnt 

anui ferme, minus vel plus aliquid, ex quo ccepimus esse Christiani. 

§ Lib. IV. c. 36. F 
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own devices, would but try to follow the salutary and peace- 
bringing doctrines of Christ, how soon would the face of the 
world be changed, and iron, instead of subserving the art of 
war, be converted into implements of peace ! ” 


Important as the Roman church became, through its out- 
ward ecclesiastical influence and through the influence of the 
political element of the Roman mental character on the 
development of the church, yet it was at the first compara- 
tively barren in respect to theological science. The care 
for the outward being of the church, which was here predomi- 
nant, seems quickly to have suppressed the interest in theology 
as a science. Among the Roman clergy but two individuals 
appear to have distinguished themselves as ecclesiastical 
authors, neither of whom, however, could be compared per- 
haps with a Tertullian, a Clement, or an Origen — the pres- 
byter Caius, whom we have already noticed as an opponent of 
the Montanists, and the presbyter Novatian, who has also 
been mentioned. Of the writings of the former none have 
come down to us : of the latter we have some brief expositions 
of the more important Christian doctrines, particularly of the 
doctrine of Christ’s divinity and of the Trinity. According 
to Jerome (s. 70), this work was an abstract of a larger work 
by Tertullian. At all events, however, this author was some- 
thing more than a mere imitator of another’s intellectual 
views. His work shows that he had a mind of his own. 
Without possessing the power and depth of Tertullian, he had 
a more decidedly intellectual bent.* 

Next we have from him a treatise on the Jewish laws 
respecting food \ consisting of a playful allegorical exposition 
of them, with the design of showing that they are no longer 
binding on Christians.^ From the production itself we learn 

* Novatian’s adversary, the Roman bishop Cornelius, seems, in 
Euseb. 1. VI. c. 43, manifestly to allude to this writing, when he calls 
Novatian b hy/U'KTW'rnt, b rtjs iKKXvtrietffrixtjs wrrti/jwi v^ri^atr<rt<rrr i i. A 
remark which doubtless suggests also the fact that such a phenomenon 
was not very common among the clergy of Borne. 

+ Jerome names this work as one which came from Novatian, and also 
two others, on the sabbath and on circumcision, cited by Novatian as two 
letters that had preceded this letter to his church ; in which letters he 
designed to show quee sit vera circumcisio et quod verum sabbatum. 
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that it was written by a bishop, removed at a distance from 
his church by persecution, who maintained a constant corre- 
spondence with them, and sought to guard them from being 
led astray by pagans, Jews, and heretics ; all which perfectly 
suits the Roman church, there being many Jews at Romo* 
The only difficulty is, to see how this writing could have 
come from a presbyter : the author speaks as no one but a 
bishop could at that time speak to his church. We know, 
mor^bver, from the letter of Cornelius, that during the Dccian 
persecution Novatian had not removed from Rome. We must 
therefore call to mind the relation in which Novatian stood to 
the churches which acknowledged him as their bishop ; and the 
most natural hypothesis is, that he wrote this work under the 
first persecution of Valerian,* by which so many bishops were 
separated from their churches. 

Lastly, we may mention, as belonging to the Roman church, 
a man whose felicitous and dialogical expositions, full of 
vivacity, replete with good sense, and pervaded by a lively 
Christian feeling, give him an important place among the 
Apologists of this period — Minucius Felix, who, according to 
Jerome, before his conversion to Christianity had acquired 
reputation at Rome as an advocate. He lived, probably, in 
the first half of the third century, but before Cyprian, who 
made use of his writings. We have already had occasion to 
make some extracts from this Apologetical Dialogue, which 
is entitled the Octavius . 


We pass now to the teachers of ’.he Alexandrian school, 
concerning whose relation to the progressive development of 
the church we have spoken in a previous part of this history. 
Of the individual whom we find named as the first eminent 
teacher of this school, Pantaenus (Ilavrcuvoc), the philosopher 
converted to Christianity, no written remains have reached 
us. Our only knowledge of him is through his disciple 
Clement. 

Titus Flavius Clemens did not become a Christian fill he 
had reached the ripe age of manhood. On this account he 
classed himself with those who abandoned the sinful service of 
paganism for faith in the Redeemer, and received from him 
* See vol. I. p. 189. 



454 


THE ALEXANDRIAN FATHERS. 


the forgiveness of their sins.* By free inquiry he convinced 
himself of the truth of Christianity, after he had acquired an 
extensive knowledge of the systems of religion and of the 
philosophy of divine things known at his time in the enlightened 
world. | This free spirit of inquiry, which had conducted him 
to Christianity, led him, moreover, after he had become a 
Christian, to seek the society of eminent Christian teachers of 
different mental tendencies in different countries. He informs 
usj that he had had various distinguished men as his teachers ; 
an Ionian in Greece, one from Coelo-Syria, one in Magna 
Grecia (I*ower Italy), who came originally from Egypt, an 
Assyrian in Eastern Asia (doubtless Syria), and one of Jewish 
descent in Palestine. He finally took up his abode in Egypt, 
where he met with a very great Gnosticus, who had penetrated 
most profoundly into the spirit of scripture. The last was 
doubtless none other than Pantaenus. Eusebius not only 
explains it so, but also refers to a passage in the Hypotyposes 
of Clement, § where he has named him as his instructor. 
Perhaps when Pantaenus entered on the missionary tour which 
has already been mentioned, Clement became his successor in 
the office of catechist, and at the same time, or still later, a 
presbyter in the Alexandrian church. The persecution under 
Septimius Severus, in the year 202, probably compelled him 
to retire from Alexandria.]! But after this juncture both the 
history of his life and place of his residence are involved in great 
obscurity. We only know that, in the beginning of the reign 
of the emperor Caracalla, he was at Jerusalem, whither even 
at this early period many Christians, especially ecclesiastics, 
were accustomed to travel, partly for the purpose of surveying 
with their own eyes the places rendered sacred by the memo- 
rials of religion, and partly for the advantages which a more 
familiar knowledge of these countries might furnish for eluci- 
dating the scriptures. Alexander bishop of J erusalem, who was 
at that time in prison on account of the faith, recommended 
him to the church at Antioch, whither he was travelling, by 
a letter, in which he called him a virtuous and tried man, and 
intimated that he was already known to the Antiochians.1T 

* PfBdagog. lib. II. c. 8, f. 176. 

f n«vr*»K tri/Mtf US** dtrio. Euseb. Prseparat. Evangel, lib. II. c. 2. 

X Strom, lib. I. f. 274. § Lib. VI. c. 13. 

J1 Euseb. lib. VI. c.3. f Euseb. lib. VI. c. 11. 
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We have three works from his hand, which form, as it were, 
a connected series, since his starting point is the idea that the 
divine teacher of mankind, the Logos, first conducts the rude 
heathen, sunk in sin and idolatry, to the faith, then s^ll fur- 
ther reforms their lives by moral precepts, and finally elevates 
those who have undergone this moral purification to that pro- 
founder knowledge of divine things, which he calls Gnosis. 
Thus the Logos appears first as exhorting sinners to repent- 
ance, converting the heathen to the faith (irporprirntcoc) ; then 
as forming the life and conduct of the converted by his disci- 
pline ( Tracer ywyoc) ; and, finally, as a teacher of the Gnosis to 
those who are purified.* This fundamental idea is the con- 
necting t bread of his three works, which still remain — the 
npologetical or protreptic, the ethical or pedagogic, and the 
one containing the elements of the Gnosis or the Stromata.f 
Clement was not a man of systematic mind. Many hetero- 
geneous elements and ideas, which he had received in his 
various intercourse with different minds, were brought together 
by him — a fact which we occasionally perceive in iiis Stromata , 
and which must have been still more clearly evinced in his 
Hypotyposcs (hereafter to be noticed), if Photius has rightly 
understood him. By occasional flashes of intellect he without 
doubt gave a stimulus to the minds of his disciples and readers, 
as we see particularly from the example of Origen. Many frag- 
mentary ideas, sketched with masterly power, and containing 
the germs of a thorough, systematic theological system, lie 
scattered in his works amidst a profusion of vain and hollow 
speculations. 

As regards bis Stromata, the design of this work, as he 
himself testifies more tlian once, was to bring together a 
chaotic assemblage of truth and error out of the Greek philo- 
sophers and the systems of the Christian sects, in connection 
with fragments of the true Gnosis. Each should find out for 
himself what suited his case : it was his aim to excite inquiry 
rather than to teach, and frequently he has purposely done 
no more than hint at the truth where he feared to give offence 
to believers ( TntntKoi ^ :) who were as yet incapable of compre- 

* K irgo; yvutrtwi trirvlubrnru. tvrp*l%i«9 rtif 'i'UX** }n*pi*n* 
Xuortffeu T9i v rat! Xoyou. Peed agog. 1. I. C. 1. 

t Like the similar word, *« vW* a usual designation at that time for 
works of miscellaneous contents. 
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heading these ideas. The eighth book of this work is wanting, 
for the fragment of dialectical investigations which at present 
appears under the name of the eighth book of the Stromata 
evidently does not belong to this work. As early as the times 
of Photius the eighth book vyas already lost.* 

We have to regret the loss of the vTrorviruaetQ of Clement, f 
in which he probably gave samples of dogmatic investigations 
and expositions on the principles of the Alexandrian Gnosis. 
Fragments of this work, consisting of short expositions of 
some of the catholic epistles which have come down to us in 
the Latin translation,^ perhaps also the fragment of the 
cfcXoy cu if r&y i rpo<prjru;<jiv, belong to this class. From the 
larger work it was customary to make abstracts relating to 
particular parts of the sacred scriptures for common use, and 
several of these abstracts have been preserved to our times, 
which may have contributed, with other causes, to the loss of 
the entire work. 

A somewhat enigmatical appearance is presented in the 
fragment of an abstract from the writings of Theodotus, and 
of the diSaarKaXia avaroXncri (that is, of the theosophic doctrine 
of Eastern Asia), which has been preserved among the works 
of Clement, a document of the highest value for an acquaint- 
ance with the Gnostic systems. It is perhaps the fragment of 
a critical collection which Clement had drawn up for his own 
use during his residence in Syria. Of Clement’s work on the 
time of the passover, § and of his dissertation. Tig 6 au^o/j-evoc 
7 rXoiKnog, which is so instructive for the history of Christian 
ethics, we have already spoken. 

Origen, who bore the surname Adamantios,|| was bom in 
Alexandria in the year 185. In regard to his early education, 
it is important to remark that his father, Leonides, a devout 

* Vid. Cod. 111. 

f Probably it should be translated, Sketches, shadings, general out- 
lines. Kufinus translates, adumbrationes. 

X See vol. II. of Potter’s edition. 

§ Of a kindred nature doubtless were also the contents of the writing 
which Eusebius cites : Kttvvv tKx\>i<riaerrlx,cs, n rr^os robs *1 ovhatl^ovrocs, 

|| In case this surname were given to him after his death, we must not 
follow the strained interpretation of Photius, c. 118, “because Origen’s 
proofs resembled adamantine bonds,” but rather the interpretation of 
Jerome, “ from his iron diligence, as we commonly express it.” Hence 
he was also called etnrixmt and ^aXxivn»;. Yet Eusebius, 1. VI. c. 
14, seems to cite this cognomen as one which Origen bore from the first. 
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Christian, and, as it is conjectured, a rhetorician, was qualified 
to give him a good literary as well as a pious Christian edu- 
cation. Both had an abiding influence on the direction of his 
inner life. The development of his mind and his heart, pro- 
ceeded in his case step by step together ; an earnest pursuit of 
truth and of holiness never ceased to be the actuating ten- 
dency of iiis life. As we formerly remarked, the Bible was 
not at that time reserved exclusively for the study of the 
clergy, but was also the devotional book of families ; so we 
may see, from the example of Origen, that a wise use was also 
made of it in the business of education, and we may observe 
at the same time its happy effects. Leonides made his son 
commit daily a portion of sacred scripture to memory. The 
boy took great delight in his task, and already gave indi- 
cations of his profoundly inquisitive mind. Not satisfied with 
the explanation of the literal sense which his father gave him, 
he required the thoughts, embodied in the passages he had 
committed to memory, to be fully opened out, so that Leonides 
frequently found himself embarrassed. The father chid, 
indeed, his inconsiderate curiosity, and exhorted him to be 
satisfied, as became his years, with the literal sense ; but he 
secretly rejoiced in the promising talents of the youth, and 
with a full heart thanked God that he had given him such a 
son. Often, it is said, when the boy was asleep, he would 
uncover his breast, kissing it as a temple where the Holy Spirit 
designed to prepare his dwelling, and congratulated himself in 
possessing such a treasure. 

This trait in the early character of Origen already discloses 
to us a tendency of mind which, exclusively developed, and 
confirmed by a mistaken opposition, betrayed him into an 
arbitrary, allegorizing method of interpretation, but which, 
under more favourable circumstances, and with the helps and 
appliances necessary to the harmonious education of the 
biblical interpreter, would have made him a thorough and 
profound expositor of the scriptures. By his father this 
inclination was checked rather than encouraged. But if the 
intellectual and religious bent of Origen was determined at an 
early period by the influence of the theological school at 
Alexandria, then this inclination must have soon found means 
of nourishment, and ripened to maturity. In Origen, as we 
become acquainted with him from his writings, we clearly 
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trace the influence which Clement had exerted on his theo 
logical development ; we recognise in his works the predomi- 
nant ideas of the latter systematically unfolded. Now it is 
certain * that he was, at least when a boy, a scholar of Clement 
the catechist. But a youthful indiscretion of Origen (here- 
after to be noticed) proves that at the time he followed a 
grossly literal interpretation of sacred scripture ; and he says 
of himself, “ I, who once knew Christ the divine Logos only 
according to the flesh and the letter, now no longer know him 
so.” | It is quite clear from this, that in the formation of his 
first religions sentiments his father’s precepts had more weight 
than the instructions of Clement, and that the influence which 
the Alexandrian theological spirit exercised on his mind belongs 
to a later period of his mental development. We admit that 
much obscurity still rests on the history of his early training, 
which the poverty of our materials will not allow us to clear 
away. But at all events this is clear ; the religion of the 
heart was at first uppermost with Origen. This great teacher, 
too, must be numbered with those in whom the early cultiva- 
tion of the feelings by a pious training has acted as a check 
on the too intellectual tendency of their later studies. 

The persecution which befel the Christians in Egypt under 
the reign of Septimius Severus gave the youth of sixteen an 
opportunity of displaying the ardour of his faith. The example 
of the martyrs fired him with such enthusiasm, that he was 

* According to Eusebius, 1. VI. c. 6 (where, it must be confessed, the 
reading and the context render the passage suspicious). But there is 
still another witness who is far more credible. We refer to the words of 
Origen’ s youthful friend, Alexander bishop of Jerusalem, who was 
either born in Alexandria, or had come there in his youth to place him- 
self under the instructions of his catechists. In his letter to Origen he 
thus writes : “We recognise as our fathers those blessed men who have 
gone before ns, Pantsenus and Clement, who was my master, and has 
been useful to me, and whoever besides belongs to the number of these 
men, through whom I became acquainted with you Euseb. 1. VI. c. 14. 
Yet, alas 1 the earlier influence of these men on the education of Origen 
is involved in an obscurity which our deficient means of information 
will not enable ns to dispel. 

f In Matth. T. XV. s. 3, ed. Huet, f. 369 : *H/e ft, 3tou, 

rev keyffv rev 9-tw, •fc**** ffctjtxa, xott xara re ygctfijia ereri voyirctvrit, vvv 

ovxin yniZrxevTtt' And T. XI. s. 17, where he speaks of an, inter- 
pretation of the scriptures for the drkovm^et : ‘H^dV ft 0 \ tb%ifMvet ig 

dktiSttxf ktyttv* i ! xxi X^trrov r’ort xurd trxgxtz tyvdxx/xtv f dkkx vvv obxirt 
y&drxerr if. 
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ready to avow himself a Christian before the pagan authorities, 
and thereby expose himself to certain death. 

Such was the zeal and enthusiasm of the Christian youth! 
quite different was the matured judgment of the pmdeni 
Christian man, who, from the study of that system itself, an4 
from contemplating the life of Christ and of the apostles,* had 
learned better to understand the nature of the Christian system 
of morality. He acknowledges that, on the question whether 
the danger ought tc be evaded or met, no general rule can be 
laid down, but everything depends on the particular circum- 
stances and on the call ; that it requires Christian truthful- 
ness to decide the question in each individual case. 44 A tempta- 
tion which overtakes us without any meddling of our own,” 
he says in this respect, 44 we should endure with fortitude and 
confidence ; but it is foolhardy not to avoid it when we can.”f 
And in another place, where he is speaking of Christ, who was 
not deterred by the prospect of death from making his last 
journey to Jerusalem, and of St. Paul, who was not hindered 
from visiting that city by the voices which warned him of what 
awaited him there, he adds, 44 We say it behoves us neither 
at all times to avoid danger, nor at all times to meet it. But 
it needs the wisdom of a Christian philosopher to examine and 
decide what time requires us to withdraw, and what to stand 
fast, ready for the conflict, without withdrawing, and still 
more without fleeing.’ ’f 

When the father of Origen was thrown into prison, the son 
felt impelled, still more than before, to go and meet death 
along with him. Remonstrance and entreaty having been 
tried in vain to dissuade him from his purpose, his mother 
could detain him no other way than by hiding his clothes. 
Then the love of Christ so far exceeded all other emotions, 
that, seeing himself prevented from sharing his father’s impri- 
sonment and death, he wrote to him, 44 Look to it that thou 
dost not change thy mind on our account.” 

Leonides died a martyr ; and, as his property was confis- 
cated, he left behind him a helpless widow, with six young 
children besides Origen. The latter was kindly received into 
the family of a rich and noble Christian lady of Alexandria* 
Here he characteristically displayed his steadfast adherence to 

* He refers to Matt. xir. 13 ; x. 23. 
f In Matth. T. X. s. 23. $ L. c. T. XVI. s. 1. 
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that which he had recognised as the true faith, showing how 
much he prized it above all things else. His patroness had 
become devoted to a certain Paul of Antioch, one of those 
Gnostics who so often resorted from Syria to Alexandria, with 
a view to propagate their system in a modified form to suit the 
Alexandrian taste. This man she had adopted ; and he was 
allowed to hold his lectures at her house, which were attended, 
not only by the friends of Gnosticism in Alexandria, but also 
by others of the true faith who were curious to hear some- 
thing new. But the young Origen would not be restrained by 
any consideration for his patroness from freely expressing his 
abhorrence of the Gnostic doctrines ; and nothing could induce 
him to attend these assemblies, since he would be obliged to 
join in the prayers of the Gnostic, and thereby express his 
fellowship with him in the faith. 

He was soon enabled to free himself from this condition of 
dependence. His knowledge of the Greek philology and lite- 
rature, which he had continued to cultivate after the death of 
his father, qualified him at Alexandria, where such knowledge 
was particularly valued, to gain his own subsistence by giving 
instruction on these subjects. 

Having, by his various attainments and intellectual gifts, 
by his zeal for the cause of the gospel, and by his pure, regular 
life, acquired credit even among the heathens, and the office 
of catechist at Alexandria having been vacated in the perse- 
cution, he was applied to by several heathens who were desi- 
rous of instruction in Christianity ; and, through the instru- 
mentality of this youth, some were conducted to the faith, who 
afterwards became renowned as martyrs or teachers of* the 
church. By this zeal and activity in promoting the cause of 
Christianity, he continually drew upon himself the bitter 
hatred of the fanatic multitude ; especially since, without re- 
gard to his own danger, he showed so much sympathy for 
those who were imprisoned on account of the faith, not only 
visiting them in their dungeons, but accompanying them to the 
place of execution, and in the very face of death refreshing them 
by the earnestness of his faith and the ardour of his love. Often 
was he rescued by Providence from threatening danger, when 
soldiers had surrounded the place where he resided , 1 and he 
was obliged to fly secretly from house to house. At one time 
he was seized by a band of pagans, who dressed him in the 
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robes of a priest of Serapis, and conducted him, thus arrayed, 
to the steps of the temple. Here they placed in his hand 
a branch of palm, which he was bid to distribute in the 
customary manner to those who entered. Origeu 4id as 
he was bidden, but said to those to whom he presented 
the branches, “ Receive not the idol’s palm, but the palm of 
Christ.”* 

The successful labours of Origen, in imparting religious in- 
struction, drew on him the attention of Demetrius bishop of 
Alexandria, who was induced to confer on him the office of a 
catechist in the Alexandrian church. To this office, however, 
no salary was then affixed ; and as he now wished to have it 
in his power to devote himself wholly to the labours of his 
spiritual calling, and to his theological studies, without being 
interrupted or distracted by foreign occupations, and as he did 
not choose to be dependent on any one for the means of sub- 
sistence, he determined to sell a collection of beautiful copies 
of the ancient authors, which he had been forming at gr§at 
pains for his own use, to a literary amateur, who, in compen- 
sation, allowed him for several years four oboles a day. This 
was enough to satisfy the very limited wants of Origen ; for 
he led the life of the most rigid ascetic. In consequence of the 
views of theological interpretation lie then held, he strove 
with busy zeal to attain to holiness, and sought rigidly to 
fulfil whatever he believed was ordered or recommended in 
the New Testament; he therefore fell into many practical 
errors, since, in the absence of a sober interpretation of scrip- 
ture, he took literally many of the Saviour’s figurative expres- 
sions, or else applied to all times and circumstances what 
Christ had spoken in reference only to particular cases and 
seasons. The most remarkable aberration of this kind, which 
afterwards occasioned him much vexation, was in suffering him- 
self to be misled by a literal understanding of the passage in 

* Vid. Epiphan. h. 64. The story may in itself seem improbable, 
when we reflect how likely such language would be to inflame the 
fanatical fury of the Alexandrian populace, and when we consider what 
little reliance can be placed on the authority of Epiphan i us. But the 
first of these considerations, although it may excite aoubt, yet does not 
disprove the fact; and Epiphanius is entitled to more credit than usual 
where he repeats anything to the advantage of a man branded as a 
heretic. 
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Matt. xix. 12,* to fulfil in his own case what he believed to 
be enjoined by these words on those who would be sure of en- 
tering the kingdom of heaven. It was a misconception which 
might easily arise from a one-sided asceticism, and from that 
method of scriptural interpretation, and which was fostered by 
many a tract then in circulation. f But although such errors, 
arising out of what is holiest in man, should always be treated 

* The correctness of this fact has, it is true, been very recently called 
in question by Prof. Schnitzer, “ Origines ueber die Grundlehren der 
Glaubcnswisseuschaft,” and by Dr. Baur in his critique on this work, 
Jahrbucher fur wissenschaftliche Kritik, Mai 1837, Nr. 85. But still I 
must, with Dr. Engelhardt, in the Studien und Kritiken, Jahrgang 1838, 
Istes Heft, S. 157, and Dr. Redepenning, in his Monographic ueber Ori- 
genes, adhere to the contrary opinion. Eusebius, whose notices concern- 
ing Origen are derived from the most authentic sources, is generally 
(1. VI. c» 8) a trustworthy witness ; and his account of a matter of this 
sort we should not be at all warranted to put down as false without the 
most weighty reasons. It is not to be conceived that he would allow 
himself to be imposed upon by any rumour growing out of a wrong in- 
terpretation of facts, and the less so, as he could have no inclination 
whatever blindly to adopt such a rumour ; for he did everything in his 
power to exalt Origen, and such a step, even in the opinion of Eusebius, 
although he strongly insists upon the good motive which led to it, still 
requires the excuse tp^ivog drskaug, as he expresses it. Origen himself 
says in fact (in the passage referred to, Matth. T. XV. s. 3) that he was 
once inclined to the literal interpretation, out of which that misconception 
arose. In the fulness of detail with which he there treats this subject, 
— in his manner of speaking of the mischievous consequences of such a 
step, — we seem to hear one who speaks from his own painful experience, 
and holds up his own example as a warning to others. It is nothing 
strange if a certain delicacy of feeling restrains him from expressly 
avowing that this is the case. Assuredly, therefore, from the words, a he 
would not have spent so much time on this subject*’ (* l (iM km Ivgu- 
%i tpiv Tolf roXpfoetvretg), it cannot, with any justice, be inferred that 
he observed this only in others. 

f Philo, Opp. f.»186*. apiivov, »} Tgog <rvv over lag 1 xvopovg 

Xtrtrotv. See moreover a gnome of 2 <gr«f, 12, which was widely cir- 
culated among the Alexandrian Christians ; according to the translation 
of Rufinus : Omne membrum corporis, quod suadet te contra pudicitiam 
agere, abjiciendum. These gnomes, by the way, came neither from a 
Roman bishop by the name of Sextus (whether the first or the second), 
as Rufinus supposed ; nor, as was the opinion of Jerome (V. ep. ad 
Ctesiphon), from a heathen Pythagorean : but they are the work of some 
man who, from certain Platonic and Gnostic maxims, and sentiments 
of scripture wrested out of their proper connection, had drawn up for 
himself a system of morals, the highest aim of which was the 
A moral system pervaded by the spirit of the gospel is not to be found 
{herein, but at best many lofty maxims, along with many perverse ones. 
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with the greatest gentleness, yet there are at all times too many 
who, having but one standard for all, judge the more harshly 
of aberrations of this kind, the more the principle from 
which alone even such acts of enthusiastic extravagance can 
proceed lies remote from their own carnal sense and dull 
intellects. . Origen. speaks from experience when he takes 
notice of those who, by similar misconceptions and similar 
false steps, have drawn discredit upon themselves, not only 
with the unbelieving world, but likewise with those who will 
sooner pardon any other human frailty than those errors which 
spring out of a mistaken fear of God and an immoderate 
longing after holiness. * When the bishop Demetrius first heard 
of the transaction, lie acknowledged in the midst of the error 
the purity of the motive , though afterwards he made use of 
this false step to Origen’ s prejudice. 

, An important point would be gained if we could accurately 
determine the precise time and manner in which Origen passed 
— to speak in the Alexandrian style — from the tt taric to the 
yvui<TLc. After what has been said with regard to Clement’s 
peculiar mental bias, it is impossible to doubt that, if Origen, 
as a theologian, was his immediate disciple, he would from 
the first have been stimulated by Clement to gain a thorough 
acquaintance with the systems of the Greek philosophy and 
with the different heresies, as indeed the liberal spirit of the 
Alexandrian theology required that he should do. But pro- 
bably the original turn of Origen’s mind was of a far more 
decided and determinate character. There was in his case no 
mutual interpenetration of the elements which subsisted along- 
side each other in his mind. The practical Christian element, 
the ascetical, and the literary element never kindly inter- 
mingled. lie says himself tliat it was an outward motive 
that first led him to busy himself with the study of the 
Platonic philosophy, and to make himself better acquainted 
generally with the systems of those who differed from himself. 
The moving cause was his intercourse with heretics and pagans 
who had received a philosophical education. Attracted by 
his great reputation, such persons entered with him upon the 
discussion of religious topics, and so forced him both to give 
them a reason of his own faith, and to refute the objections 
which they brought against it. On this point he thus expresses 
* In Matth. b. 3, T. XV. f. 367. 
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himself ifi a letter in which he defends himself for bestowing 
his time on the Greek philosophy: “When I had wholly 
devoted myself to the promulgation of the divine doctrines, 
and the fame of my skill in them began to be spread abroad, so 
that both heretics and others, such as had been conversant with 
the Greek sciences, and particularly men from the philosophical 
schools, came to visit me, it seemed to me necessary that I 
should examine the doctrinal opinions of the heretics, and what 
the philosophers pretended to know of the truth.” Accord- 
ingly he proceeds to tell us that he had attended the lectures 
of the teacher of philosophical science, with whom Heraclas, 
a convert of Ori gen’s, had already spent five years. As he 
here particularizes an individual known at that time in Alex- 
andria, simply as the teacher of philosophy, chronology would 
naturally lead us to think of the famous Ammonius Saceas, 
the teacher of the profound Plotinus, from whose hand the 
chaotic eclecticism of the Neo-Platonists, that compound of 
Oriental and Grecian elements, received a more definite shape. 
Add to this, that Porphyry, in his work against Christianity, 
expressly calls Origen a disciple of this Ammonius.* 

* For there can be no doubt on this point, viz. that Porphyry, in 
Euseb. 1. VI. c. 1 9, meant this Ammonius, although Eusebius confounds 
him with the church-teacher Ammonius, who wrote a Harmony of the 
Gospels, still extant, and a book on the agreement between Moses and 
Jesus. There were, at periods not very far remote from each other, and 
in Alexandria itself, a pagan Ammonius, highly distinguished among the 
learned,— a Christian Ammonius, — and two Origens. We may here 
remark that, when Porphyry says of Origen, ''EXXwv lv tikkttn natim- 
h h koyoity 'rtfs 'ro p>x£p>ccoov il<uKukt rakfjuvfAo. (he became an apostate 
to the religion of the barbarians), one part of the assertion has its truth ; 
namely, that Origen, from the first, had been disciplined in the Greek 
literature ; but it was a false insinuation of Porphyry that he had been 
educated in paganism. We cannot suppose that Porphyry, in this case, 
confounded the two persons bearing the name of Origen, for he knew 
them both. I agree with Dr. Itedepenning, in his Monographic ueber 
Origenes, that the reasons adduced by Hitter are by no means sufficient 
to refute the hypothesis, — that the philosopher whose lectures Origen at- 
tended was Ammonius Saccas. Although several philosophers taught at 
Alexandria, still the words which Origen employs, n*o* ho* a- 
teak ij» r u v (pikotrfyv* patvfAccrm, naturally suggest the famous cne ; 
and chronology points to the Ammonius in question. And even though 
Ammonius sprang from Christian parents, and again relapsed into pagan- 
ism, yet this is no sufficient reason for maintaining that Origen must have 
had scruples about hearing him, — being, as he was, a famous teacher of 
the Platonic philosophy. Moreover, it is a point still open to inquiry, 
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From this 'time began the great change in the theological 
direction of Origen's ideas. It now became his endeavour to 
trace the vestiges of truth in all human systems ; to examine 
all things, that he might everywhere separate the true from 
the false. His residence in Alexandria, the common resort 
of widely different sects ; his journey to Rome (in the year 
211) ; his travels to and within Palestine, to Achaia, to Cap- 
padocia; gave him opportunity, as he himself tells us,* of 
visiting those who pretended to any extraordinary knowledge, 
and of becoming acquainted with and examining their doc- 
trines. He made it a principle not to suffer himself to be 
governed by the traditional opinion of the multitude, but to 
hold fast as truth that only which he found to be true after 
unbiassed examination. This principle he expresses in a prac- 
tical application of Math. xxii. 19, 20 : “We here learn from 
our Saviour that we are not, under the pretext of piety, to 
pin our faith on that which is said by the multitude, and 
which therefore stands on high authority ; but on that which 
results from examination and logical conclusion from admitted 
truth ; for it is well to remark that, when he was asked whether 
men should pay tribute to Caesar or not, he not only expressed 
his own opinion, but, having asked them to show him a penny, 
he inquired, Whose image and superscription is this ? and when 
they said It is Caesar's, he answered that men should give unto 
Caesar the things that are Caesar's, and not, under the pretext 
of religion, deprive him of what was his own.”f Hence the 
mildness with which Origen judged of those who erred, an 
instance of which we possess in the following beautiful remark 
on John xiii. 8: “ It is clear that, although Peter said this 
in a good and respectful disposition towards his Teacher, yet 
he said it to his own hurt. Life is full of this kind of sins, 
committed by those who in their faith mean what is right, but 
who out of ignorance say, or even do, what leads to the con- 
trary. Such are those who say, Thou shalt not touch this, 

whether the descent of Ammonias from Christian parents is an ascer- 
tained fact. 

* c. Cels. 1. VI. c. 24 : risXXoy; Ixzrt gnk6ovrt{ rerevs rnt yns t *r evs 

mr*%au i**yytkX»f4,tnv s T , 

+ In Matth. T. XVII. g. 2G, f. 483 : Mfi <r<wV biro r*>» i roXXwv X» yefiUets 
x*i Si a T 0 UT* blfltus (pmvptms, rvt i!f tvrtfitlatt 

aXXa vro rUf t$trdr u»f xet) rrif dxekev tiimg rev koyev traeirree/uivoig, 

VOL . II. 2 H 
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thou shalt*not taste that, thou shalt not handle the other. Col. 
ii. 21, 22. But what shall we say of those who, in the sects, 
are driven about by every wind of doctrine ; who set forth 
that which is soul-destroying as saving doctrine; and who 
frame to themselves false notions of the person of Jesus, under 
the supposition that they honour him thereby ? ”* 

By this liberality of mind it was the happiness of Origen 
to reconcile to the simple doctrine of the gospel many heretics, 
particularly Gnostics, with whom he came in contact at Alex- 
andria. One remarkable example of this sort was that Am- 
brosius, a wealthy man in Alexandria, who, dissatisfied with 
the way in which Christianity had been set forth to him in the 
common representations of the church- teachers, had sought, 
and supposed that he had found, a more spiritual conception 
of it among the Gnostics ; until, by the influence of Origen, 
he was convinced of his error, and rejoiced now to find, under 
his teaching, the right Gnosis at the same time with the true 
faith, t He now became Origen’s warmest friend, and endea- 
voured especially to promote his literary labours for the good 
of the church. 

If Origen, after having been taught, by his own experience, 
the errors resulting from a grossly literal interpretation of 
scripture, and the hurtful consequences to which it might lead, 
passed to the other extreme of an arbitrary allegorising method 
of exposition, his conscientious and zealous endeavours to avail 
himself of every help which was available for restoring to its 
original condition, and for rightly understanding, the literal 
text of scripture, deserve the greater esteem. To this end 
he commenced the study of Hebrew after he had arrived at 
the age of manhood, — a task of some difficulty to a Greek. 
He undertook an emendation of the biblical manuscripts, by 
comparing them with one another. He is therefore the creator 
of sacred literature among the Christians. Still his arbitrary 
principles of interpretation prevented the full realization, in 
his own case, of all the good results which might other- 
wise have been expected from it. Many pregnant ideas were 
scattered abroad by him, which, to lead to fruitful results, 
only needed to be applied in a different way from that which 

* In Joann. T. XXXII. § 5. 

f See the words to Ambrcsius, T. Evang. Joann, p: 99, cited on a for- 
mer occasion. 



OEIGEN. 407 

his own one-sided speculative bent and his mistaken notions of 
inspiration had allowed. 

As the number of those who now resorted to him for reli- 
gious instruction continued to increase, while his literary labours 
on the Scriptures, which extended over a still widening field, 
claimed a greater share of his attention, Grigen, therefore, 
in order to gain the necessary leisure, shared the duties of 
catechist with his friend Heraclas; assigning to the latter 
the preparatory religious instruction, and reserving for himself 
the exacter teaching of the more advanced,* — a division of 
labour which probably had reference to the two classes of 
catechumens of which we have formerly spoken. f 

The division of his official labours in this department enabled 
him to enlarge the sphere of his activity as a teacher of the 
church, and to establish a sort of preliminary school to the 
Christian Gnosis, by a course of lectures on what the Greeks 
assigned to the Encyclopedia , or general circle of education, 
and on philosophy. In these lectures (as we learn from the 
account which his disciple, Gregory Thaumaturgus, — in a 
work hereafter to be noticed, — has given us of Origen’s method 
of teaching) he expounded to his pupils all the ancient philo- 
sophers in whom a moral and religious element was to be found, 
and sought to train them to that mental freedom which would 
enable them in every case to separate the truth from its 
admixture of falsehood. Thus he has earned the great praise 
of having diffused a more liberal system of Christian and 
scientific education, as the school that he formed sufficiently 
testifies. It was also las lot to lead many, whom a mere 
love of science had drawn to him, by gradual steps to a faith 
in the gospel ; — first inspiring in them a longing after divine 
things; then pointing out to them the inadequacy of the 
Greek systems of philosophy to satisfy the religious wants 
of human nature; and finally exhibiting to them the doc- 
trine of Scripture concerning divine things, contrasted with 
the doctrines of the ancient philosophers. His course of 
instruction ended with his lectures on the interpretation of 
Scripture, which, following the principles unfolded in the 
earlier studies, gave him an opportunity to exhibit his whole 
theologico - philosophical system, or his whole Gnosis, in 
single investigations and remarks. Many of those whom 
* Euseb. lib. VI. c. 15. f See vol. I. p. 423. 

2 H 2 
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Origen was enabled thus gradually to bring to the know* 
ledge and to the love of the gospel, became afterwards zealous 
and influential teachers in the church. 

Ambrosius, whom we mentioned above as the friend of 
Origen, took a special interest in his scientific labours. Origen 
used to call him his work-driver (epyoSiw/crijc). He not only 
excited him by his questions and exhortations to many inquiries, 
but also employed his great wealth in providing him with the 
means of pursuing expensive investigations ; such, for instance, 
as could not be carried on without the purchase or collation of 
manuscripts. He furnished him with seven ready scribes, who 
were to relieve each other as his amanuenses, besides others to 
transcribe everything in a fair copy. Of this friend, Origen 
says in one of his letters,* 44 He who gave me credit for great 
diligence, and a great thirst after the divine word, has, by his 
own diligence and his own love of sacred science, convinced 
himself how much he was mistaken. He has so far outdone 
me, that I am in danger of not coming up to his requisitions. 
The collation of manuscripts leaves me no time to eat ; and 
after meals I can neither go out nor enjoy a season of rest ; 
but even at those times I am compelled to continue my philo- 
logical investigations and the correction of manuscripts. Even 
the night is not granted me for repose, but a great part of it 
is claimed for these philological inquiries. I will not mention 
the time from early in the morning till the ninth and some- 
times the tenth hour of the day ;f for all who take pleasure in 
such labours employ those hours in the study of the divine 
word, and in reading.” 

Ambrosius urged Origen to publish the results of his theo- 
logical labours, in order to extend the benefit of them to the 
whole church, and thus to counteract the influence of the 
Gnostics, who had contrived to gain popularity by their pre- 
tensions to a profounder knowledge. This object is assigned 
by Origen himself as the motive of his labours, at the close of 
the fifth book of his commentary on the gospel of St. John, 
which was in part aimed against the Gnostic Heracleon. 44 As 
at present the heterodox,” he says, 44 under cover of Gnosis, 
set themselves against God’s holy church, and scatter abroad 
voluminous works, which promise to make plain the evange- 

* T. I. opp. ed. de la Rue, f. 3. 

t Till three or four o'clock f.m. according to our reckoning. 
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lical and apostolical writings ; so, if we remain silent, without 
placing the sound and true doctrines by their side, they will 
succeed in beguiling the hungry souls, who, for want of whole- 
some nourishment, hasten to that which is forbidden*” 

He completed at Alexandria his commentaries on Genesis, 
the Psalms, the Lamentation of Jeremiah (of which writings 
some fragments only remain), his first five books on the gos- 
pel of St. John, his tract on the resurrection, his Stromata, 
and his work “ On Principles.”* The last-mentioned work 
derived great importance from the struggle which it called 
forth between opposite tendencies of the theological mind, and 
from the influence which it had on the fortunes of Origen and 
of his school. Platonic philosophy and doctrines of the Chris- 
tian faith were at this time, still more than at a later period, 
blended together in his mind. His arbitrary speculation was 
afterwards moderated by the influence of the Christian spirit. 
Many ideas which he had thrown out in this work (rather as 
problems, however, than as decisions) he afterwards retracted ; 
although the principles of his system always remained the 
same. He himself, in a letter written to Fabian bishop of 
Home, to whom his doctrines had probably been spoken of as 
heretical, subsequently explained that he had set forth many 
things in that book which he no longer acknowleged as 
true, and that his friend Ambrosius had published it against 
his will.t 

Yet (as frequently is the case), but for an outward occa- 
sion, and the intervention of personal and unworthy passions, 
the conflict between Origen and the party of the church would 
not have broken out so soon at least as it did ; especially as 
Origen constantly evinced the greatest forbearance towards 
those whose religious and theological principles differed from 
his own. The authority of his bishop, Demetrius, was to him 
a necessary support ; but this man, who was full of the hier- 
archical pride which in these times we find especially rife in 
the bishops of the large cities, was excited to jealousy by the 
great reputation of Origen, and the honour which he received 
on particular occasions. 

But especially did the attentions paid him by two of his 

* n*d =r rei» mat kyptrut, OS Origen 

himself expresses it in Joann. T. X. s. 13. 

t Vid. Hieronym. ep. 41, T. IV. opp. ed. Martianay, f. 341. 
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Mends, Alexander bishop of Jerusalem, the friend of his 
youth, and Theoctistus bishop of Caesarea in Palestine, give 
the greatest umbrage. The haughty Demetrius had already 
taken it much amiss that they had permittted Origen, when 
only a layman, * to preach in their churches, f Yet when, in 
obedience to the call of his bishop, he returned to Alexandria, 
Origen succeeded in restoring the friendly relations which had 
previously subsisted between them. In the year 288, however, 
he happened to make a journey to Greece on some eccle- 
siastical business of which we have no particular account.^ 
While upon this journey he paid a visit to his friends in Pales- 
tine, by whom he was at Caesarea ordained priest. 

This was a step which Demetrius could forgive neither in 
the two bishops nor Origen. After the return of the latter, 
Demetrius convened a synod, composed of presbyters from his 
own diocese, and of other Egyptian bishops, and here objected 
to Origen that indiscretion of his youth, by which (we must 
admit) he was, according to the strict letter of the eccle- 
siastical canons, disqualified for holding spiritual orders.§ But 
it should have been considered that he had since become a 

* See vol. I. p. 274. 

f There were, probably in the year 216, certain warlike demonstra- 
tions in Alexandria, which, according to Euseb. 1. VI. c. 19, made it 
unsafe for him to reside there any longer ; perhaps the circumstances 
which resulted from the demented Caracalla, having, on his way to the 
Parthian war, given up this city to the rapacious and murderous lusts of 
his soldiers : JS1. Spartian. 1. VI. c. 6. It may be supposed that the fury 
of the pagan soldiers would light especially on the Christians. Origen 
betook himself to Palestine, for the purpose of visiting his ancient 
friends, and, as he says himself, (in Joann. T. VI. § 24 J for the purpose 
of tracing the footsteps of Jesus, of his disciples, and of the prophets 

(i<rl IfT ofitav rw ’inrov xa) ruv [taUnraiv eturcv xett <ruv vrgoQviruv), 

% Perhaps he was called into these countries for the purpose of dis- 
puting with Gnostics, who had spread there, — his skill in such disputa- 
tions being extensively known. His dispute with Candidus the Valen- 
tinian, the acts of which are cited by Jerome, might lead us to infer 
this. 

§ It is very probable that the ecclesiastical law, which we find in the 
1 7th of the Apostolic Canons , was already in force. However, it by 
no means unconditionally forbade (after the example of the Old-Testa- 
ment law, Deut. xxiii.) the election of an eunuch to any spiritual order ; 
but expressly laid it down that whoever had been subjected to such a 
mischance, without any fault of his own, if otherwise worthy, might 
become an ecclesiastic; only o iavrtr xKgvrnoiaraf pri yniariv xXrioiKO(. 
It was simply designed to check such acts of ascetical fanaticism. 
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very different man ; that he had long condemned the step into 
which his youthful zeal had betrayed him. Yet for this 
reason he was deprived of the presbyterial rank which had 
been bestowed on him, and forbidden to exercise the office of 
a public teacher in the Alexandrian church.* Having once 
drawn upon himself the jealousy and hatred of the bishop, he 
could enjoy no further peace in Alexandria. Demetrius did 
not stop with the first attack. He now began to stigmatize 
the doctrines of Origen as heretical — a proceeding for which, 
perhaps, some assertions, in his disputations with the Gnostics, 
had given fresh occasion. + 

Yet from his own internal resources Origen drew sufficient 
peace of mind to complete his fifth book on the gospel of 
St. John amid the storms at Alexandria (since, as he says,J 
Jesus commanded the winds and the waves of the sea) ; 
when he finally determined to leave that city, and to take 
refuge with his friends at Caesarea in Palestine. But the 
persecutions of Demetrius followed him even thither. The 
bishop now seized on a pretext which would easily procure 
him allies both in Egypt and out of Egypt. While the pre- 
vailing dogmatic spirit, in many parts of the church, was 
violently opposed to the idealistic tendency of Origen’s school, 
the work xepi hpy&v would furnish abundant materials for the 
charge of heresy. At a more numerous synod of Egyptian 
bishops Demetrius excluded Origen as a heretic from the 
communion of the church ; and the synod issued against him 
a violent invective. To this document Origen alludes when, 
in commencing once more at Caesarea the continuation of his 
commentary on the gospel of St. John, he says that “God, 
who once led his people out of Egypt, had also delivered him 
from that land ; but his enemy, in this recent letter, truly at 
variance with the spirit of the gospel, had assailed him with the 

* Photius says, it is true, that this same synod not only forbade Origen 
to exercise the office of teacher, but also to continue to reside within the 
limits of the Alexandrian church. But it is difficult to see how a bishop 
could at that time enforce such a decree. He could, in fact, only exclude 
•him from the communion of the church, and this was first done in the 
second synod. Moreover, the words of Origen do not seem to intimate 
that he had been forced to leave Alexandria. 

t As we may infer from the disputation with Caa&idus the Vatentinian* 
Hieronym. adv. Rofin. lib. XI. f. 414, vol. IV. 

X In Joann. T. VI. s. I. 
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utmost virulence, and roused against him all the winds of 
malice in Egypt.”* 

* We are in want of connected and trustworthy accounts respecting 
these events, so pregnant of consequences. We can only endeavour, by 
a combination of particulars, to trace the facts of the case as they really 
occurred. It is certain, indeed, from the intimation which Eusebius 
gives, and from Origen's words, which have already been cited, concern- 
ing the indiscretion of his youth, that the latter was then also urged 
against him ; but this could l>e alleged only as a ground, for excluding 
him from the clerical office. The other 6teps against him must have 
originated in some other complaint. Photius, who had read the Apology 
of Pamphilus in behalf of Origen, says, it is true, Cod. 118, that Deme- 
trius accused him of having undertaken the journey to Athens without 
his permission, and of having procured himself, during this journey un- 
dertaken without his permission, to be ordained a presbyter, — which cer- 
tainly would have been an infraction of the laws of the church on the 
part of Origen, as well as of the bishops. But if Demetrius brought this 
charge against Origen, still it may be asked whether he had any grounds 
for it. Wo see, from the citation of Jerome, de vir. illustr. c. 62, that 
Alexander bishop of Jerusalem alleged, in answer to Demetrius, the 
fact that he had ordained Origen on the authority of an epistola formata, 
which Origen brought with him from his bishop. The church laws 
respecting these matters were at that time, perhaps, still so vague, that 
Alexander might suppose he had every right to ordain a man who be- 
longed to another diocese ; and yet Demetrius might look upon this as an 
invasion of the rights of his episcopal office. However, this, at any rate, 
was no sufficient reason for excommunicating Origen. The participation 
of other churches in this attack upon him ; the brand of heresy, which 
Origen continued to bear even after his death ; his own language in jus- 
tification of himself, in the letter already cited, addressed to the Roman 
bishop Fabian (as he had also written to other bishops hr vindication of 
his orthodoxy, Enseb. 1. VI. c. 36) — all conspire to show that his doc - 
trines were the cause of his excommunication. We see also, from what 
Jerome cites, 1. II. adv. Rufin. f. 411, and from the letter of Origen 
against Demetrius, that he was accused of errors in his system of faith ; 
since he defends himself against the charge of having asserted that Satan 
would one day become holy, — although we cannot well understand how 
he could deny this charge, which is necessarily grounded in his system. 
Rufinus cites passages from one of Origen’s letters of vindication ad- 
dressed to his friends in Alexandria, from which we learn that a forged 
protocol, pretending to give an account of a disputation held between 
him and the heretics, had excited surprise at his doctrinarpositions, even 
among his friends iu Palestine ; they therefore despatched a messenger 
after him to Athens, and requested from him the original of the protocol. 
Similar protocols it seems had also been dispersed as far as Rome. Vid. 
Rufin. de adulteratione librorum Origenis, in opp. Hieronym. r f . V. f. 251, 
ed. Martianay. Although Rufin is not a faithful translator, yet this can- 
not have been a story wholly invented by himself. The disputations 
with the Gnostics, moreover, could not fail to furnish occasions calculated 
to bring out distinctly the peculiar religious opinions of Origen ; and every 
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This personal quarrel had now become a conflict between 
the opposite doctrinal parties. The churches iu Palestine, 
Arabia, Phoenicia, and Achaia took the side of Origen : the 
church of Rome declared against him.* How Origen judged 
of those who stigmatized him as a heretic appears from a 
remark f which he makes after citing 1 Corinth, i. 25 : “ If 
he observes, “had said ‘the foolishness of God/ how 
would the levers of censure J accuse me 1 How should I be 
accused by them, even though I had said thousands of things 
which they themselves hold to be true, and yet had fallen into 
the error of saying this single thing, ‘ the foolishness of 
God ’! ” In his letter of vindication against the synod which 
had excommunicated him lie quotes some of the denunciations 
of the prophets against wicked priests and potentates, and 
then adds, “ Rut we should far rather pity than hate them, 
far rather pray for them than curse them j for we are made 
to bless, and not to curse. ”§ 

opportunity of making his orthodoxy suspected in his own church must 
have been eagerly welcomed by those who found in him fo powerful an 
antagonist. 

* Hieronym. ep. 29, ad Paulum : Damnatus a Demetrio episcopo, ex- 
ceptk* Palaestinm et Arabia: et Phoenicia! atque Achaia: sacerdotibus. In 
damnationem ejus consentit urbs ltonia : ipsa contra hunc cogit senatum. 
To be sure, he adds to this, non propter dogmatum novitatem; non 
propter hmresin, sed quia gloriam eloquentise ejus et sciential ferre non 
poterant. But this is not fact ; it is the subjective interpretation of mo- 
tives, according to interests which Jerome at that time espoused. Com- 
pare, moreover, the remark made in the case of Tertullian. 

t Horn. VIII. in Jerem. s. 8. J 0< 

§ See 1. c. Hieronym. 1. IV. f. 411. Comp, what Origen says against 
the weight of unjust excommunication, see vol. I. p. 305. Comp, also 
in Matth. T. XVI. s. 25, f. 445, in which words we discern the zealous 
opponent of hierarchy, who was able to discover the pious disposition 
even when hidden under the most unpromising shapes, and, wherever it * 
appeared, embraced it in his love. Different from this, however, was the 
course of those bishops who were filled with the spirit of a sacerdotal 
caste and hierarchical pride, and of whom he says, applying to them the 
passage in Matt. xxi. 16, “As these scribes and priests were censurable 
according to the letter of the history, so, in the spiritual application of 
this passage, there may be many a blameworthy high-priest who fails to 
adorn his episcopal dignity by his life, and to put on the Urim and Thum* 
mim (the Light and Right , Exod. xxviii.). These, while they behold the 
wonderful things of God, despise the babes and sucklings in the church, 
who sing praises to God and his Christ. They are displeased at their 
spiritual progress, and complain of them to Jesus, as if they did wrong 
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* The efforts of Origen’s enemies only contributed to extend 
1 the sphere of his activity. His removal to Palestine was 
certainly important in its consequences, an opportunity being 
thus given him of labouring also from that point for the dif- 
fusion of a liberal scientific spirit in the church ; and long 
were the traces of his activity discernible in these • districts. 
Here, too, a circle of young men gathered around him, and 
under -his influence were trained to fill the posts of theolo- 
gians and church-teachers. To the number of these belongs 
that active and laborious preacher of the gospel, Gregory, of 
whom we shall speak more particularly hereafter. Here, too, 
Origen still prosecuted his literary labours. Here he com- 
posed, among other works, the treatise, already noticed, on the 
Utility of Prayer, and on the Exposition of the Lord’s Prayer, 
which he addressed to his friend Ambrosias. Here he main- 
tained an active correspondence with the most distinguished 
teachers of the church in Cappadocia, Palestine, and Arabia ; 
and he was often invited to assist at deliberations on the con- 
cerns of foreign churches. 

During the persecution of Maximin the Thracian, in which 
two'oftOrigen’s friends, the presbyter Protoctetus, of Caesarea, 
and Ambrosius, were great sufferers, he addressed to these 
confessors, who were awaiting in prison the issue of their 
trials, his treatise on Martyrdom. He exhorts them to stead- 
fastness in confession ; he fortifies their resolution by the 
promises of Scripture ; and takes pains to refute those sophisms 
which might be employed to palliate a practical denial of the 
faith ; as, for example, by the Gnostics, who, holding outward 
things to be indifferent, and by pagan statesmen, who were wont 

when they do no wrong. They ask Jesus, 4 Hearest thou what these 
say ? * And this we shall better understand if we consider how often it 
happens that men of ardent minds, who hazard their liberty in bold con- 
fessions before the heathen, who despise danger, who with all constancy 
lead lives of the strictest continence and severest austerity, — how often 
such men, being rude of speech Cftwrai rn Xs£o), are calumniated by 
these blameworthy high-priests as disorganizes, — how often they are 
accused by them before Jesus, as if they themselves behaved better than 
such honest and good children. But J esus testifies in favour of the children, 
and on the other hand accuses the high-priests of ignorance, saying, * Have 
ye not read, Out of the mouth of babes and sucklings thoq hast ordained 
praise ?’ ” It is just possible that Origen here had before bis mind’s 
eye Demetrius and similar bishops, who were inclined to judge with 
the greatest severity those errors which proceeded out of a pious zeal. 
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to regard everything solely from a political point* * * § of view, 
sought alike to persuade the Christians that, without violating* 
their private convictions, which no one wished to deprive them 
of, they might join in the merely outward ceremonies of the 
state religion. Although that moral view which aimed^at an 
absolute estrangement from all human passions (of the con- 
nection of which with Origen’s whole mode of thinking 
we have already spoken) pervades this book,* and though it 
is full also of those false notions of martyrdom as an opus ope- 
ratum, which, infused into him by the prevailing spirit of 
the church in his time, were incorporated with several of his 
own peculiar ideas, yet, at the same time, it finely expresses 
the strength of his unwavering trust and of his zeal in behalf 
of the gospel faith. To the two confessors he thus writes : 1 [ — 
“ I could wish that' you, too, keeping in mind, throughout 
the whole conflict that awaits you, the exceeding great reward 
reserved in heaven for those who suffer persecution and re- 
proach for the sake of righteousness and of the Son of man, 
may rejoice and be glad, as the apostles once rejoiced, when 
they were found w orthy to suffer reproach for the name of 
Christ. But if anguish should ever enter your souls, may the 
Spirit of Christ that dwells within you, tempted though you 
maybe on your part to dispossess it, enable you to cry, ‘ Why 
troublest thou me, my soul ? and why art thou disquieted 
within me ? Hope in God, for I shall yet praise him, who is 
the health of my countenance and my God.’ Ps. xlii. 5. 
May it, however, never be troubled, but even before the 
tribunal itself, and under the naked sword aimed at your 
necks, may it be preserved by that peace of God which 
passeth all understanding.” He says to them in another 
place, J “ Since the Word of God § is quick and powerful, and 
sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the 
dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and is a discemer of the 
thoughts and intents of the heart, Heb. iv. 12 ; so let this di- 
vine Word, at this time especially, cause to reign in our souls, 
as He did in His apostles, that peace which passeth all under- 

* This is seen particularly in Ori gen’s artificial way of explaining the 

words spoken by Christ in his agony ; the spirit above referred to not 
allowing him to take them in their natural sense. 

t P- 4. t K 37 

§ He understands this of the Logos. 
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standing ; but He has cast the sword between the image of 
the earthly and the image of the heaveuly within us, that He 
may for the present receive our heavenly man to himself, so 
that, when we have so far attained as to need no more sepa- 
ration,* * * § he may make us altogether heavenly. And he came 
not only to bring the sword, but also to send fire on the 
earth, concerning which he says, 4 What will I, if it be 
already kindled V Luke xii. 49. May this fire, then, be 
kindled even in you, and consume every earthly feeling within 
you, and cause you to be joyfully baptized with that baptism 
of which Jesus spake, f And thou (Ambrosius), who hast a 
wife and children, brothers and sisters, remember the words 
of the Lord — 4 Whoever cometh unto me, and hateth not his 
father, mother, wife, children, brothers, and sisters, cannot be 
my disciple/ But both of you be mindful of the words — 4 If 
any man come unto me, and hate not even his own life, he 
cannot be my disciple/ ” 

It was, perhaps, this same persecution which induced Origen 
to leave for a while the place where he had hitherto resided. 
The persecution at that time being merely local, it was easy to 
escape from it by fleeing to other districts where tranquillity 
happened to prevail. Origen repaired to Caesarea in Cappa- 
docia, where he visited his friend the bishop Firmilian, with 
whom he had been in the habit of corresponding on scientific 
and theological subjects.^ 

But, perhaps, at the very time while he was there, the per- 
secution broke out in Cappadocia, § which was the occasion of 
his retiring to the house of Juliana, a Christian virgin, for 
the space of two years, who concealed and entertained him in 
her own house. It was here he made a discovery which had an 
important bearing on his literary undertakings. He had been 
employed for years on a work which was to contribute both to 
the emendation of the text of the Alexandrian version of the 
Old Testament, — which was the translation chiefly used in the 
church (being regarded as inspired by many Christians who 
followed the old Jewish legend), and of which the readings 

* No separation of the godlike and the ungodlike. 

t Luke xii. 50. 

X They occasionally visited each other for the purpose of conversing on 
theological topics. Euseb. 1. VI. c. 27. 

§ See vol. I. p. 174. 
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of the different manuscripts varied considerably from each 
other, — and also to the improvement of this translation itself, 
by comparing it with other ancient versions and with the 
original Hebrew text. Origen, who was in the constant habit 
of disputing with pagans and Jews on religious matters, had 
found, as he says himself, by his own experience, how neces- 
sary an acquaintance with the original text of the Old Tes- 
tament was to all who did not wish to give an advantage to 
the Jews, for the latter were accustomed to ridicule the igno- 
rance of the Gentile Christians who disputed with them when 
they cited passages from the Alexandrian version which were 
not to be found in the Hebrew, or when they showed that 
they knew nothing of passages which were to be found in the 
Hebrew only.* He had therefore employed the wealth of his 
friend Ambrosius, and availed himself of his own frequent 
journeys, to collect various manuscripts of the Alexandrian 
version, and other ancient translations, which it was still pos- 
sible to procure. Thus, for example, ransacking every corner, 
he had found, in a cask at Jericho, an ancient translation, not 
before known to exist, of some books of the Old Testament. 
Now it had happened that this Juliana had inherited the 
writings of the Ebionite Symmachus , who had lived perhaps 
in the beginning of this century ; and among these writings 
Origen found both his commentary on the gospel according to 
the Hebrews (tvayyeXioy Kara 'Efipaiovcj) and his version 
of the Old Testament.^ He was now enabled to bring to a 

* Orig. ep. ad African, s. 5: Toietums oSmt rS}g ulrou; Sv 

reus fyrrurun raparxivns, elf xetretQgovvroumv, eiV ait Meg aurc~s, yiXuffovrcti 
rev; arr'd ruv Uvm irtrrtvovrc6S } oh; r’ aXtj^n xeu ecvroTg AvaytygUfAfttv* 

ayteevvrxg. 

f The words of Eusebius, 1. VI. c. 17, respecting the work of Symma- 
chus, are, ’Ey o7g %oxu <r^og re xarco M xrfatov aToruvofttvog tvecyytXto* r»y 
hirkupcUfiv ool^unv (reJ* Koarvmv. As he subsequently classes 

this work with the commentaries of Symmachus on the scriptures (*^»yi/*r 
« it root yoa<Qu S \ one might be led to suppose it was some writing of 
his, in which he expounded this gospel, or rather, the Ebionitic gospel 
according to the Hebrews, which resembled it, and employed it to prove 
the Ebionitic doctrines ; but the Greek phrase, a,<rertmr6ctt re pi; n, con- 
nected with xfetrvvuv, favours rather the supposition that a writing is 
here meant which attacked the gospel of Matthew by assuming the 
genuineness of the Ebionitic revision of the gospel according to the 
Hebrews. 

X Palladius (in the beginning of the fifth century) relates, in his his- 
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completion the great work of collating the ancient versions 
still extant, and of comparing them with the Hebrew text.* 

After the murder of Maximin, and under the reign of the 
emperor Gordian, in the year 238, Origen was enabled to 
return once more to Caesarea, and resume there his earlier 
labours. 

Long before, while he was residing at Alexandria, the 
church of Greece, in which he enjoyed a high reputation, had 
sent for him to advise with them on some ecclesiastical mat- 
ters : he now probably received a second invitation of the same 
kind. His way led him through Nicomedia in Bithynia, 
where he spent several days with his old friend Ambrosius, 
who, if the narrative of Jerome is correct, had meanwhile 
become deacon ; whether it was that the latter had his appoint- 
ment in the church of that city, or whether he had come 

tory of the monks (a-atWa**), c. 147, that he had found in an old manu- 
script, coming from Origen, the words written in his own hand, giving 
the account cited in the text. True, this Palladius is a witness liable to 
some suspicion on account of his credulity ; but in this case we have no 
reason to disbelieve him, especially as his testimony agrees with the nar- 
rative of Eusebius, 1. VI. c. 17. 

* The Hexapla : to say anything more concerning this work and kin- 
dred works of Origen would be foreign from our purpose. See on this 
subject any of the introductions to the Old Testament. We shall merely 
cite here the words of Origen himself respecting the comparison instituted 
by him between the Alexandrian version and the other ancient transla- 
tions of the Old Testament. After having spoken (Commentar. in 
Matth. f. 381) of the differences in the copies of the New Testament, 
which had arisen partly from the negligence and partly from the arbitrary 
criticism of the transcribers, he adds, “ As regards the differences be- 
tween the copies of the Old Testament, we have, with God’s help, found 
a means of adjusting them, by using the other translations as our cri- 
terion. Wherever in the version of the Seventy anything was doubtful 
on account of the differences of the manuscripts, we have retained that 
which coincided with the other translations ; and many passages not to be 
found in the Hebrew text we have marked with an obelisk (the critical 
sign of omission), not daring wholly to omit them. But some passages 
we have noted with an asterisk , in order to make it clear that such pas- 
sages, which are not found in the Seventy, have been added by us from 
the other translations coinciding with the Hebrew text ; and in order that 
whoever is so inclined may receive them into the text (I suppose that the 
reading should be but whoever takes any offence at them 

may receive or not receive them, as he pleases.” From these last words 
we see how much Origen had to fear from those who were ready forth- 
with to accuse any one that departed from the traditional and customary 
route of falsifying the sacred scriptures. 
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thither for the sake of meeting Origen. There he received a . 
letter from another friend, Julius Africanus, one of the dis- 
tinguished and learned Christians of that age.* Origan, in a 
conversation which took place in the presence of Africanus, had, 
on the authority of the Septuagint, cited the story of Susanna 
as a part of genuine scripture, and belonging to the biiok of 
Daniel. In this letter, equally characterized by the moderate, 
respectful tone of literary controversy, and by the unbiassed 
freedom of criticism, Africanus expressed his surprise at what 
he had heard, and asked for further explanations. Origen 
replied in a long and elaborate letter from Nicomedia. Not 
so free from prejudice as Africanus, he laboured to defend the 


* He was then a very aged man, as is evident from the fact that he 
could address Origen, who was now fifty, by the title “ my son.” His 
usual place of residence was probably the ancient and ruined city of Em- 
maus or Nicopolis in Palestine (so called by the Romans after the Jewish 
war, and not to be confounded with the Em mans of the New Testament, 
being more distant, namely, 176 stadia from Jerusalem). The inhabit- 
ants of this ruined place chose him as their delegate to the emperor 
Heliogabalus, for the purpose of obtaining from that emperor the restora- 
tion of their city, a mission in which he was successful. Ilieronym. de vir. 
illustr. c. G3. He is known as the first author of a Christian History of 
the world (his hi five books, vid. Euseb. 1. VI. c. 31). This 

work, of which our only knowledge is derived from the use made of 
it by other writers, and from fragments, had undoubtedly its origin in 
an apologetic purpose. He is known again from his letter to Aris- 
tides on the method of reconciling the differences between the genealo- 
gies in Matthew and Luke, of which Eusebius, Hist. lib. I. c. 7, has pre- 
served to us a fragment. There is another remarkable fragment of the 
same letter, published by Routh, Reliquiae sacrac, vol. II. p. 115. He 
here controverts those who asserted that these different genealogies had 
been given merely for the purpose of demonstrating in this way the 
truth that Christ was at once King and High Priest, being descended 
from the royal and priestly families. And in this connection ne expresses 
himself very strongly against the theory of “pious fraud.” “Cod for- 
bid,” says he, “ that the opinion should ever prevail in the church of 
Christ that any false thing can be fabricated for Christ’s glory.” Ms Sr; 

xoctrotn roiourot koyos tv ExieXi)^ Xgitrrou, on ypiv^og <rvyxurut tif euvov hoi) 

h^eXoytecv Xpurrou. Eusebius ascribes to him a work which contained a 
sort of literary omniana, after the fashion of the unscientific Polyhistories 
of those times, entitled xitrrot. A great deal, however, ascribed to 
him in the fragments of this work, does not accord with the views and 
principles which should belong to this man, according to what we 
otherwise know of him. The most natural hypothesis seems to be, that 
he wrote this work before his habits of thinking had become decidedly 
Christian. 
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authority* of the Alexandrian version and collection of the 
sacred writings. It is well worth observing how the free 
inquiring mind of Origen, out of a misconceived piety, and 
perhaps, too, of a timidity engendered by the convulsions 
which, in spite of his own will, he had occasioned in the 
church, took refuge in the authority of a church tradition pre- 
served pure under the guidance of a special Providence. “ But 
ought not that Providence,” he says,* “ which in the sacred 
writings has given the means of edification to all the churches 
of Christ, to have cared for those who are bought with & price, 
for whom Christ died — Christ, the Son of that God jrho is 
love, and who spared not his own Son, but gave him up for us 
all, that he might with him freely give us all things? Besides, 
consider whether it is not well to think of those words, ‘ Re- 
move not the ancient landmark which thy fathers have set.* ” 
Prov. xxii. 28. He then proceeds to say that, although he by 
no means neglected the other ancient translations, yet he had 
bestowedj peculiar attention to the Alexandrian version, that 
it might not seem as if he wished to introduce into the church 
any falsifying innovation ; and that he might give no pretext 
to those who sought occasion for, and took delight in, ac- 
cusing and calumniating the men who were universally 
celebrated. t Origen’s travels in Greece terminated at 
Athens, where he resided for some time, finished his com- 
mentary on Ezekiel, and began his commentary on the Song 
of Solomon.^ 

To the end of his life he was occupied with theological 
labours. Under the reign of Philip the Arabian, with some of 
whose family he was on terms of correspondence, he wrote the 
work against Celsus which has already been mentioned, his 
commentary on the gospel of St. Matthew, and other treatises. 
When he was sixty years of age he for the first time permitted 
his discourses to be taken down by short-hand writers. In what 
high consideration he stood with the churches of these countries 
is evident from the fact that on every important ecclesias- 
tical question on which it was difficult to come to a decision 

* c. 4. 

+ *'I»A f*.n Tt **{*x*{* rTUV huuifu* rov ol^et vov iKKktjftettf' 

x«] vroofiatru; Vtluput ritf fyrtuftv ifthovn robs tv fvzotyatrut 

»»} rut Itaipxtyo/tiitut in ru xottu KxrnyootTt, . 

x Euseb. lib. VI. c. 32. 
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the opinion of Origen was asked even by synods of bishops. A 
case of this sort, in which Beryl! us, the bishop of Boetra in 
Arabia, submitted to be taught by him, was notice! on a 
former occasion. We may here mention another instance: 
a controversy had been excited by a party among the Ara- 
bian Christians asserting that the human soul died with the 
body, and that, together with the body, it was not to be re- 
vived till the resurrection, — an ancient Jewish notion. Perhaps, 
too, among these tribes, who by their situation were brought 
into frequent contact with Jews, it was no new doctrine, but 
one. which had prevailed there from ancient times; and per- 
haps '(if indeed the general voice was thus early pronounced 
against them)* it was the influence of Origen, — in whose sys 
tem the doctrine of the natural immortality of the soul, which 
is akin to God, held an important place, — that first gained a 
general reception for the latter doctrine, and caused the small 
party who still adhered to the old opinion to be regarded as 
heretical. This explains how the convention of a great synod 
came to be thought necessary for the purpose of settling these 
disputes. As they could not come to an agreement, Origen 
was sent for; and by his arguments the opponents of the 
sours natural immortality were brought to confess and to 
renounce their error. 

In the last days of a life consecrated to labour and conflict 
in behalf of what he considered to be thfe cause of Christ, 
Origen (who, on account of some particular opinions, was by 
a great part of the church stigmatized as a heretic and enemy 
to the evangelical scheme of faith) is said to have refuted by 
liis conduct the accusations of his adversaries, and to have 
shown that he was ready to sacrifice all for the faith — that he 
belonged to that small number who are willing to hate even 
their own life for the Lord's sake. 

As the fury of the enemies of Christianity, in the Decian 
persecution, was directed particularly against those men who 
were distinguished among the Christians by their station, 
their wealth, their knowledge, and their activity in promul- 

* Eusebios (1. VI. c. 37) may perhaps judge concerning the contro- 
versies of these times too much according to his own subjective views 
and the church orthodoxy of his age, when he represents the defenders 
of this opinion as men generally acknowledged to be teachers of error 
and propagators of a new doctrine. 

VOL. II. 2 I 
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gating tftjar faith,* it was natural that such a man as Origen 
should become a shining mark for fanatical cruelty. After a 
steadfast confession he was thrown into prison ; and here, in 
conformity with the plan of the Decian persecution, the attempt 
was made to overcome the infirmity of age by exquisite and gra- 
dually increasing tortures. But the faith which he bore in his 
heart sustained the weakness of old age, and gave him power 
to withstand every trial. After having suffered so muchf he 
wrote from his prison a letter full of consolation, of encourage- 
ment fur others. The circumstances (which in their proper 
place have been already mentioned) which contributed first to 
moderate this persecution, and then to bring it wholly to an 
end, procured finally for Origen also freedom and repose. Yet 
the sufferings which he had undergone served perhaps to hasten 
his death, which took place about the year 254 ,$ m the seven- 
tieth year of his age. 

The influence of Origen on theological learning was no 
longer connected with his person, but continued to spread, in- 
dependently of the man, by means of his writings and his 
scholars, but not without continual collision with minds of an 
opposite tendency . The friends of C hiliasm , of the grossly literal 
method of scriptural interpretation, and of the anthropomorphic 
and anthropopathic mode of representing divine things con- 
nected therewith, and the zealots for the letter of the church’s tra- 
ditional doctrine, were opponents to the school of Origen. The 
conflict between these antagonistic directions of mind presents, 
at the close of this period, very important phenomena con- 


* The person® insignes. f Euseb. 1. VI. c. 39. 

t Euseb. I. VII. c. 2. According to Photius, cod. 118, there were two 
different reports concerning the manner and time of Origen’s death. 
Pamphilus, and many others who had been personally acquainted with 
Origen, reported that he died a martyr, at Caesarea, during the Decian 
persecution. Others reported that he lived till the times of Gallus and V o- 
lusianus, and then died at Tyre, and was there buried ; which account was 
confirmed also by the letters said to have been written by Origen after the 
persecution, of the genuineness of which, however, Photius was not tally 
convinced. But, according to what Eusebius says, in the above-cited pas- 
sage of his Church History, — who undoubtedly followed the account of 
his friend and teacher Pamphilus,— it can hardly be supposed that Pam- 
philus really reported any such thing as the former account. Perhaps 
Photius misunderstood Pamphilus, when the latter meant simply con- 
fession under torture, or perhaps was speaking of the indirect conse- 
quences of those sufferings to Origen. 
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nected with the development of theology. We shall here, in 
the first place, glance at the church which was the original 
seat of Origen*s activity, namely, the church of Alexandria 
and of Egypt. 

Origen had here left behind him disciples who continued to 
labour in his own spirit, although with less of his zeal far 
speculation, Demetrius the bishopwas (as appears from wheat 
has been already said) rather the personal enemy of Origen than 
the enemy of his theological views; his attaek upon the latter 
had probably been only a pretext. Accordingly he permitted 
the disciples of Origen to continue their labours undisturbed ; 
and he himself died soon after the outbreak of these contro- 
versies, in the same year, 231. 

Heraclas, the disciple and friend of Origen (who has already 
been mentioned, and who, after the death of the latter, was 
placed at the head of the catechetical school), succeeded 
Demetrius in the episcopal office. Heraclas was succeeded, 
in the year 247, as catechist, and afterwards as bishop, by 
Dionysius, another worthy disciple of Origen, who always 
retained his love and respect for him, and when he was in 
prison, during the Decian persecution, addressed to him a letter 
of consolation. Dionysius, as he tells us himself, had come to 
the faith in the gospel by the way of free examination, having 
impartially examined all other systems. And accordingly he 
remained true to this principle, both as a Christian and a 
teacher of the church, lie read and examined without preju- 
dice all the writings of the heretics, and rejected their systems 
only after he had made himself accurately acquainted with 
them, and had it in his power to refute them by arguments. 
A presbyter of his church warned him of the injury which 
might accrue to his soul by the distracting occupation of 
perusing so many godless writings. But the Spirit of God 
gave him assurance that he had no need to be disturbed by 
such a fear. He believed that he had heard a voice, saying 
to him, “Read whatever falls into thy hands, for thou art 
capable of judging and proving all things ; and from the first 
this has been to thee the occasion of faith.” By this en- 
couragement Dionysius was confirmed in his purpose ; and he 
found it agreeable to the direction given by the Lord (iii 
an apocryphal gospel) to the stronger Christians : f ‘ Be 
ye skilful money-changers,” ylveaSe Sotupol rpane^irm^ 
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i.e. skilful* to distinguish the genuine from the counterfeit 
coin.* 

We have already, on several occasions, adduced examples of 
the liberality and moderation of this Father, and of the happy 
effects resulting therefrom. The same Christian moderation 
and geptleness appear in his letter to Basilides, an Egyptian 
bishop, on questions relative to matters of church discipline 
and worship.-)* The letter of Dionysius to his suffragan bishop 
thus concludes : “ These questions you have not proposed to 
me as if you were ignorant of the subject, but to honour me, 
and to be assured that I am of the same mind with yourelf, as 
indeed I am. I have laid open to you my own opinions, not 
as a teacher, but with all the frankness which we are bound to 
use in our communications with each other. But it is now 
your business to judge of what I have said, and then write me 
what seems to you better than this, or whether you hold that 
to be right which I have advanced.”! 

The Fathers that next distinguished themselves as teachers 
in the Alexandrian church were Pierius and Theognostos, who 
lived in the last years of the third century. In the fragments 
of their writings preserved by Photius we recognise the pecu- 
liar doctrines of Origen. 

We have observed before that in Egypt itself there existed 
two opposite parties, the Origenists and the anti-Origenists. 
We meet with them again in the fourth century, especially 
among the Egyptian monks, under the names of Anthropo - 
morpliites and Origenists . Perhaps this opposition among 
the Egyptian monks may be traced back to the times of which 
we are now speaking. In these times, it is true, there were 
as yet no monks ; but as early as the close of the third cen- 
tury there existed in Egypt societies of ascetics, who lived 


♦ Dionysius, in his letter to the Homan presbyter Philemon, Euseb. 1. 
VII. c. 7. 

t Which letter acquired the authority of canonical law in the Greek 
church, as being an WirreXh xannxii. The fragments of it which still 
remain were last edited by Routh, in his Reliquiae Sacra, vol. II. 

X A considerable fragment of the work of this Dionysius on Nature, 
in which he defends the belief in a Providence against the atomistic sys- 
tem of the Epicureans, has been preserved to us by Eusebius, in the 
14th book of the Prseparatio evangelica, introduced by Routh, 1. c. 
vol. IV* 
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secluded in the country.* * * § Among these Egyptian ascetics 
appeared, at the end of this period, a mail by the name of 
Hieracas, who (by those who judged him by the standard of 
the church scheme of faith, as it had formed itself in the fourth 
century) was in the following times placed among the heretics, 
but who could hardly have been considered as a heretic during 
his lifetime.f So far as we are able to understand his spi- 
ritual bias and doctrines from the fragmentary accounts of 
them (for which we are indebted for the most part to Epipha- 
niusj), there was much in his peculiar views which savoured 
of the school of Origen. And the fact may bare been, that he 
came from that school. Still the affinity between them is very 
far from being such as can only be explained in this par- 
ticular way. The same tendencies may easily have sprung 
up in Egypt from many different quarters. 

Hieracas passed the life of an ascetic in the city of Leon- 
topolis, in Egypt, § and, after the manner of the ascetics, earned 
the necessaries of life, and the means of bestowing charity, by 
the labour of his hands, exercising an art that was highly 
esteemed and much employed in Egypt, that of calligraphy , 
which he practised with equal skill both in the Greek and in 
the Coptic language. He is said to have lived beyond the 
age of ninety, and (which may be easily accounted for from 
his simple habits) to have retained to the last the full exercise 
of his powers, so that he could pursue his art to the very end 
of his life. He was equally familiar with the Grecian and with 
the Coptic literature ; from which very circumstance, however, 
it may have resulted that he introduced many foreign elements 
from both these sources into Christianity. He wrote com- 
mentaries on the Bible in Greek and in Coptic, and also com- 
posed many church hymns. 

He was given to the allegorical method of interpretation, 
which was closely connected with a certain theosophic ten- 

* See Athanasius’ life of Antonius. We shall have occasion to say 
more on this point in the following period. 

t For this reason, as we can take the notion of heresy in the present 
work only in its historical sense, we have not placed Hieracas, as is 
usually done, among the heretics. 

x H®res. 67. 

§ Unless he lived at the head of a community of ascetics, somewhere 
in the neighbourhood of that city. 
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deucy. The account of Paradise, in 'particular, he, like Qri- 
gen, explained as an allegory, denying that there had ever 
Seen a material Paradise. It may be conjectured that he, as 
well as Origen, considered Paradise to be a symbol of that, 
higher spiritual world from which the heavenly spirit fell by 
an inclination to earthly matter. But as there was no- general 
agreement of opinion as to what should be understood sym- 
bolically and what literally in that narrative of Genesis ; as, 
moreover, nothing was yet settled, in the system of the domi- 
nant church, respecting the origin of the soul; and as the 
peculiar opinions of Origen had still many important advo- 
cates, particularly in the Egyptian church ; he could not on 
this account be generally condemned as a heretic. 

From his theory concerning the way in which the heavenly 
spirit, immersed in an union with matter, became invested with 
a body, we may easily understand why Hieracas should have con- 
temned this earthly, material body, have made the mortification 
of it the leading aim of the Christian morals, and therefore 
should have opposed the doctrine that the soul, once set free, 
would, by the resurrection, be again incarcerated in this prison 
of the body. In reference, however, to the latter point, be 
may perhaps at the same time have supposed, that the sold 
would be veiled in a higher organ of ethereal matter (a irQua 
i TTvevfiaTucov ). Even this opinion he might present unaer 
such a form as not directly to reject the doctrine of the resur- 
rection of the body, but only to explain it according to his 
own sense. 

In respect to the former point, he represented the abste- 
mious and unmarried life as something essential to the proper 
perfection of the Christian. The recommendation of a life of 
celibacy he made to constitute the characteristic distinction 
between the great moral principle of the Old and that of 
the New Testament. Those false notions of the essence of 
morality, and of the requisitions of the moral law on human 
nature, by which men were led to imagine they .could easily 
fulfil it, and even do more than it requires ( opera super- 
erogationis ), discover themselves in Hieracas, when he asks, 
u What new thing has the doctrine of the Only-begotten 
introduced? Of what new benefit has he vbeen the author to 
humanity ? Of the fear of God, of envy, covetousness, and 
the like, the Old Testament had already treated. What new 



tiling is there still remaining, m&em it he the introduction of 
the unmarried life?” This question shows, we allow, that 
Hieracas had no tight apprehension either of the requisitions 
of the moral law, or, what is strictly connected therewith, 
of Christ as the Redeemer of mankind, end of the aatoroef 
the redemption. From the views which we here find ex* 
pressed of huipan nature, and of the requirements which tie 
moral law makes on the same, a doctrine might be drawn to 
inculcate that man needed no Redeemer. But it is without 
good reason that the doctrine has therefore been ascribed 
to Hieracas, that Christ was merely the author of a perfect 
system of morals, and not the Redeemer of mankind. Jk 
zealous Montanist might have said nearly the same as Hieracas 
has done. Indeed, the traces of these erroneous ethical and 
anthropological notions may be found elsewhere, in the same 
period, particularly among the Alexandrians. 

He endeavoured to prove by wresting texts out of their 
proper connection (1 Cor. vii.) that St. Paul had permitted 
marriage only out of respect to human infirmity, and only for 
the sake of avoiding, in the case of the weak, a still greater 
evil. In the parable of the virgins, Matth. xxv., he neglected 
the rule that, in a simile, we should not lay any stress on each 
individual circumstance, but only to the particular point to be 
illustrated ; and so, from the fact that none but virgins are 
here mentioned, he drew the conclusion that none but un- 
married persons could have any portion in the kingdom of 
heaven. In his application of the passage, “ Without holi- 
ness no man can see the Lord,” Heb. xii. 14, he proceeded 
on his own principle, that the essence of holiness consists in 
a life of celibacy. 

As Hieracas himself allows that St. Paul permitted marriage 
to the weak, it follows from this that he by no means con- 
demned unconditionally all married Christians, and excluded 
them from the number of the faithful. It may have been, per- 
haps, that conclusions were over hastily drawn from some of 
his extravagant assertions in commendation of an unmarried 
life. Or, perhaps, when he said that none but those living 
in celibacy could enter into the kingdom of heaven, he 
may have understood by the kingdom of heaven, not the 
state of blessedness generally, but only the highest degree 
of that blessedness; a dogmatic use of language peculiar 
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to himself, as seems probable from what we are about to 
remark. 

In consequence of his ascetical tendency, Hieracas was 
accustomed to dwell with great earnestness on the position 
that every man must, by his own moral conflict, his own 
ascetic efforts, earn for himself a portion in the kingdom of 
heaven. This circumstance of his laying a peculiar stress on 
each one’s own moral conflicts was also in perfect accordance 
with the peculiar Alexandrian tendency. Now, inasmuch as 
Hieracas assumed the position that a participation in the 
kingdom of heaven can only be the reward of a conflict, and 
thdt he who has not fought cannot obtain the crown, he 
inferred that children who die before they come to the years 
of understanding, do not enter into the kingdom of heaven. 
It can, however, hardly be supposed that by this he meant 
to pronounce on them an unconditional sentence of con- 
demnation, but only that he excluded them from the highest 
grade of blessedness which results from communion with 
God, from the glorification of human nature by its union with 
the Godhead in Christ ; for to the participation in this it was 
impossible to attain, except by one’s own moral efforts, and 
by doing more than the law demands. He assumed a middle 
condition for these children — an hypothesis which Pelagius 
and many of the Orientals afterwards adopted with regard to 
unbaptized children. If Hieracas asserted this of all children, 
including those who had been baptized, it follows that he 
denied the connection of any supernatural influence with 
infant baptism. Perhaps, on this principle, he combated 
infant baptism itself, and represented it as a practice of 
recent origin, at variance with the end of baptism, and with 
the essential character of Christianity. The remarks which 
we have here made tend to confirm also what was just before 
observed, that Hieracas by no means honoured Christ merely 
as a moral Teacher. On the contrary, it is clearly evident 
that he looked upon Him as one who had glorified human 
nature, and had acquired for it that highest grade of blessed- 
ness, to which men by their own unassisted powers could never 
have attained. 

From the position subsequently assumed* by the orthodox 
of the church, a charge was brought against Hieracas of 
entertaining certain errors on the doctrine of the Trinity. 
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He is said to have employed the following comparison : “ The 
Son of God emanates from the Father, as one lamp is kindled 
from another, or as one torch is divided into two.” 0 Com* 
parisons of this sort, drawn from sensible objects, were at 
variance, we adroit, with the spiritual tendency of Origen ; 
but the older church-teachers, such as Justin and Tatian, had 
certainly been partial to them, Again, Hieracas affirmed 
that under the type of Melchisedec is represented the Holy 
Spirit, since the latter is designated, Bom. viii. 26, as an in- 
tercessor for men, consequently as a priest. He represents 
the image of the Son, being subordinate, indeed, to the Son, 
but bearing of all beings the nearest resemblance to Him 
a notion which is in perfect conformity with Origen’s theory 
of subordination, which long continued to maintain a place 
in the Eastern church. f 

From Palestine the influence of Origen was, by means of 
his friends and disciples, extended even to Cappadocia and to 
Pontus, as the three great teachers of the church in Cappa- 
docia in the fourth century still testify. Here we have to 
mention particularly his great disciple Gregory , to whom 
the admiration of the Christians gave the surname of Wonder- 
worker ( Qavfiarovpyoc ). His original name was Theodoras. 
He was descended from a noble and wealthy family of 
Neocaesarea in Pontus. His father, a devoted pagan, educated 
him in heathenism. At the age of fourteen, however, he 
lost his father, and then first he was gained to Christianity ; 
affording another illustration of the fact that it was often 
through children and women that the gospel first found its 
way into families. As yet, however, he was acquainted with 

* 'O; Xv%v«i k*b \v%veu, rt u( Xxpra'&a tlf lua. Arias ad AleXS&dr. 
apud Epiphan. hares. 69, 8. 7. Athanas. T. I. P. II. 68. 

f He appeals also to a passage in an apocryphal writing of some 
importance on account of its bearing on the history of the oldest doc- 
trines, — the <o«/3a<n*ey ‘Hratov, f. e. the account of Isaiah's ascension to 
the several regions of heaven, and of what he there saw. After the 
angel attendant of Isaiah has shown him the Son of God, sitting at the 
right hand of God, i iymnirts, Isaiah asks, K*) rU Ur)t * ilxxot, i 

alrw, i£ ixAwy ; tea) tin' try yn*ruut t vvn? Urt *6 iym 

mZfjut r'i X aXtyp it r* tttti ir rt/r K*i *b, Qr,rt f rf 

iyctmrS. This passage is found in the writing now published entire, 
after the old Ethiopia translation, by R. Lawrence [late Archbishop 
of Cashel], Oxoni®, 1819, pp. 58, 59, v. 32-36. 
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Christianity only from oral teaching, bang himself still 
ignorant of the Scriptures. The religious interest was with 
ram as yet but a subordinate one, a splendid career in the 
world seeming to him far more important. His mother ex- 
erted herself to the utmost to have him taught everything 
which, under the existing circumstances, could contribute to 
the successful prosecution of his aims. He received, therefore, 
a good rhetorical education, in order to qualify him for pre- 
ferment as a rhetorician or an advocate ; and he learnt, more- 
over, the language of the established government and laws, — 
the Latin. His teacher in the Latin language pointed out to 
him how very necessary to the attainment of his end was the 
knowledge of the Roman law. He commenced the study of 
this, and had already formed the design of visiting Rome, for 
the purpose of improving his knowledge of the Roman juris- 
prudence). But Providence had chosen him to be an instru- 
ment for higher ends ; and, without dreaming of it or willing 
it, as he observes himself, in describing the remarkable vicissi- 
tudes of his life, he was now to be formed for higher purposes. 

His sister’s husband, who was legal adviser to the prsefect 
of Palestine, had been called to Caesarea by the duties of 
his office. He had left his wife behind at Neocsesarea ; and 
now she was summoned to follow him. Ilis brother-in-law, the 
young Theodorus, was requested to attend her on the journey ; 
and it was intimated that he could thus easily prosecute his 
plan of studying the Roman jurisprudence at the celebrated 
school of Roman law of Berytus in Phoenicia, not far distant from 
Caesarea. Theodorus accepted the invitation ; but this journey 
had a different result from what he had anticipated. At 
Caesarea he became acquainted with Origen : the latter soon 
observed the talents of the young man, and sought to direct 
them to a higher end than that which he himself had then in 
view. Attracted, in spite of himself, by this great teacher, 
he forgot Rome, Berytus, and the study of law. To awaken 
in him the activity of his own mind, a free, unprejudiced spirit 
of inquiry, was, as Theodore himself describes it in his farewell 
discourse, the principal endeavour of Origen. After having 
made him search for the scattered rays of truth in the systems 
of the Greek philosophy, he showed him all that revelation 
furnishes of a higher order. In this way he led him to the study 
of the sacred scriptures, and expounded to him their meaning. 
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Theodore says of Origen’s exposition of scripture, ^Tt is oaf 
firm belief that he was able to discourse as be did only % 
communion with the divine Spirit ; fear to be a prophet and to 
understand prophets requires the same power. And no man 
can understand the prophets on whom the Spirit him&ett 
from whom the prophecies came, has not bestowed the power 
of understanding his own language. This man had received 
from God that greatest of gifts, the call to be to men an inter- 
preter of the words of God ; to understand God’s word as God 
speaks it, and to announce it to men as man can understand 
it.”* 

After he had spent eight years with Grigen at Caesarea 
(where probably he also received baptism and adopted the 
name of Gregorius) he returned to his native land. With 
deep sorrow he took leave of the teacher to whom his whole 
soul was bound by the strongest affection. He compared the 
tie that united them with the bond of friendship between 
David and Jonathan. To Origen, and to the Providence 
which, without his own knowledge or will, bad conducted 
him to such a friend, he testified his gratitude in the pail* 
ing address, wherein he describes the providential events 
of his own life, and Origen’s method of instruction and 
trainings 

In tearing himself with pain from the society of his beloved 
teacher, and from those sacred studies which had so long been 
his exclusive occupation, to engage with sorrowful heart in 
employment of an entirely different kind, to which in his 
native city he was to devote himself he exclaims, “ But why 
grieve at this? We have, verily, a Saviour for all, even for 
those that are half dead and fallen among thieves — one who 
cares for all, is the Physician of all, the watchful Keeper of 
all men. We have also within us that seed which by thy 

♦ Panegyric, in Orig. c. 15. 

f This discourse we have followed as the source chiefly to be relied 
on for the history of the early life and education of Gregory* The nar- 
ratives of Gregory of Nyssa, in his biography of this Gregory, openly 
contradict the autobiography of the latter ; and, as Gregory of Nyssa set 
out with rhetorical flourishes what he had taken from incredible or in- 
accurate stories, it were a fruitless labour to undertake to reconcile the 
two contradictory accounts. The Panegyric of Gregory may be finmd 
in the fourth vol. of the edition of Origen’s works by de la Rue, and fai 
die third vol. of the Bibliotheca Patrum of Galland. 
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means (Origen) we have been made conscious of bearing 
within us ; and the seed which we have received from thee, 
those glorious doctrines. Having these seeds, we part with 
tears indeed, for we are leaving, thee, but yet taking these 
seeds with us. Perhaps the heavenly Keeper will accompany 
us and deliver us ; but perhaps we shall return to thee, and 
from the seed bring with us also the fruits and the sheaves ; 
and if none are ripe (for how could that be ?), yet they may 
be such as will thrive even amidst the thorns of civil employ- 
ments.” And then, addressing himself directly to Origen, 
he proceeds: “But do thou, beloved head, stand up and 
dismiss us with thy prayer. As by thy holy doctrines thou 
hast all the long time we have been with thee guided us * to 
salvation, so now, when we are to leave thee, guide us to 
salvation by thy prayers. Give us over and commend us, or 
rather give us back, to that God who conducted us to thee. 
Thanks to Him for what He has hitherto done for us ; but do 
thou implore Him also to guide us in the future, to inspire 
our minds with His precepts, to imbue us with the fear of 
God, and to make this our most wholesome discipline. For 
we shall not be able, far away from thee, to obey Him with 
the freedom with which we could obey him so long as we 
were with thee. Pray of Him, as a consolation for our 
separation from thee, to send with us a good angel who may 
guide us. But pray of Him also to bring us once more back 
to thee ; for the simple assurance of this would be our greatest 
consolation.” 

After his removal Origen still retained an affectionate re- 
membrance of Gregory. There is still extant a letter which 
he wrote to him, full of paternal love.f In this he assures 
him that his distinguished talents fitted him for the station 
either of an able teacher of the Roman law, or of an eminent 
instructor of one of the famous philosophical schools ; but it 
was hi$ wish that Gregory would make Christianity his single 
aim, and employ all his talents to promote this one great 

b * He speaks here in the plural, probably because he has in mind also 
his brother Athenodorus, who had come in company with him to Origen, 
and afterwards became bishop of a church in Pontus. Yid. Euseb. 
1. IV.c.30. 

f Philocal. c. 13. 
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object. Following out his own principles as to the relation 
of the sciences, and particularly of philosophy, to Christianity, 
he goes on to advise Gregory to make himself master of 
everything in the general circle of the sciences and in philo- 
sophy which he could apply to any use in behalf of Christianity. 
By a variety of beautiful allegorical expositions of the narra- 
tives of the Old Testament, he endeavours to set clearly before 
him the duty of making everything subservient to the divine 
calling, and of sanctifying every other interest by referring 
it to this ; instead of forgetting, as was frequently done, the 
divine calling itself in the crowd of foreign matters, or pro- 
faning it by allowing it to become mixed up and confounded 
with them. He then addresses him as follows : “ Study, then, 
my son, before all things else, the sacred Scriptures ; but let 
it be to thee an earnest study ; for it needs a very earnest 
study of the Scriptures to keep us from expressing anything or 
judging anything too rashly respecting their sacred contents. 
And if thou studiest the Holy Scriptures with a believing 
temper of mind, well pleasing to God,* then, wherever any- 
thing in them seems shut up from thee, knock, and it shall be 
opened to thee by the porter of whom Jesus speaks in St. 
John x. 3, To him the porter openeth . Search, with, un- 
wavering faith in God, after the sense of the sacred word, 
which is hidden from the great mass of readers. Let it 
not suffice thee, however, merely to knock and to seek ; for 
prayer also is especially necessary to the understanding of 
divine things; for in exhorting us thereto the Saviour has 
said not only Knock, and it shall be opened unto : you, and 
Seek, and ye shall find ; but also Ask, and it shall be given 
you.” 

Gregory answered the hopes of his great teacher. In his 
native city, of which he became bishop, there were at first but 
seventeen Christians. Through his instrumentality the majo- 
rity of its inhabitants were converted, and Christianity became 

* The Greek word rriXfutn hardly admits of being well rendered in 

the present case. Neither ** prejudice” nor ** prejodgment” would 
answer here. u Presupposition” would come nearer to the sente. Ori- 
gen means to say that the reader of the scriptures should be fully pm> 
tuaded beforehand that the sacred word is pervaded throughout with a 
divine spirit, and not allow himself to be embarrassed at particular pas- 
sages where the divine meaning does not immediately appear. 
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widely diffused in Pontus. It is to be lamented that we have 
bo account of the labours of this remarkable man more accurate 
and more worthy of credit than the legendary account of his 
Hie, set forth with so much of rhetorical ornament, which 
Gregory of Nyssa wrote a century afterwards. Perhaps, in 
following out those principles of the Alexandrian school which 
permitted and inculcated the practice of descending to the 
weakness of the multitude and carrying on a progressive course 
of religious education, he was in the habit or yielding too 
niw>h from a wish to increase the number of his heathen con- 
verts ; perhaps he conceived that, if they were but once intro- 
duced into the Christian church, the spirit of the gospel, and 
the continued labours of their teacher, would gradually lead 
them onward to a more enlightened Christianity. Having 
observed that maqy of the common people were attached to 
the religion of their fathers from a love of the ancient sports 
connected with paganism, he determined to provide the new 
converts with a substitute for these. After the Decian perse- 
cution, under which numbers in this country had died as mar- 
tyrs, he instituted a general festival in honour of the martyrs, 
and permitted the rude multitude to celebrate it with banquets 
similar to those which accompanied the pagan funerals (Paren- 
talia) and other heathen festivals. He imagined that, in this 
way, one main obstacle to the conversion of the heathen would 
fee removed, and, if they once became members of the Christian 
ehurch, they would, by degrees, when their minds had once be- 
come enlightened and spiritualized by Christianity, bid farewell, 
of their own accord, to those sensual pleasures.* But he did not 
seem to consider what an intermingling of pagan and Christian 
notions and customs might result from this loose accommoda- 
tion, — an issue winch was afterwards too fully realized, — nor 
how difficult it would be for Christianity to penetrate directly 
into idie life of men, when, from the very first, it had become 
adulterated by such an alloy. t 

* Vita Gregor, c. 27.. 

t The canonical letter which we have from this Gregory shows per- 
haps that, in the conversion of large bodies of the people, there may 
have been much which was merely outward and in appearance ; for it 
relates to a clast of persons who took advantage of the confusion occa- 
sioned by the devastation committed by the Goths in the country around 
Pontus to make the public misfortunes a source of profit to themselves* 
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We have from Gregory a simple and clearly written Pam- 
phrase of Ecclesiastes* A confession of faith on the doctrine 
of the Trinity, which he is affirmed to have written by* special 
revelation, was appealed to in the fourth century in opposition 
to the Arians. In attestation of its authenticity it was >said 
that it still remained in his own hand- writing, having been pre- 
served in 'the church of Neocaesarea. But although probably 
the first part of this confession, in which the peculiar doctrines 
of Origen may be distinctly recognised, is genuine, yet the 
second part is manifestly a later addition, inasmuch as it con- 
tains distinctions wholly unknown to the school of Origen, and 
which first arose out of the controversy with the Arians in 
the fourth century. 

Among the violent opponents of the school of Origen we 
have already mentioned, in another place, Methodius, first, 
bishop of Olympus in Lycia, afterwards of Tyre, — a martyr 
in the persecution of Diocletian. He does not however seem 
to have always stood in the same relation to this school. Euse- 
bius of Caesarea, in his continuation of Pamphilus’s Apo- 
logy for Origen, affirms that Methodius contradicted his 
own earlier remarks, which had been in praise of Origen.* 
The ecclesiastical historian Socrates asserts, on the other 
hand,*f* that Methodius had first declared himself against Ori- 
gen, and afterwards, in his dialogue called retracted his 

censures, and expressed his admiration of the man. There 
must be some truth lying at the bottom of both statements. 
Eusebius and Socrates derived their impressions from what 
Methodius had himself declared in his* own writings. But 
it seems not improbable that these two authors determined 
.the chronological order of these writings, .not by anyhistorical 
data, but each according to his own private conjectures ; and 
in matters of this kind the ancients were very far from being 
accurate. Methodius, in his Symposium, which we shall pre- 
sently notice, does not appear to be by any means a stickler for 

and even to rob their own countrymen. This letter furnishes, at the 
same time, evidence of Gregory’s wakeful zeal for the morals of his 
people. 

* Apud Hieronym. lib. I. adv. Rufin. Hieronym. opp.ed. Martianay, 
T. IV.fol.359: Quomodo ausus est Methodius nunc contra Origenem 
scribere, qni faaec et hoc de Origenis loquuttis est dogmatibos? 

t Lib. IV. c. 13. 
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the letter jof the church doctrine. On the contrary, the work 
betrays a leaning to Theosophy, a fondness for the allegorical 
mode of interpretation. It contains much, therefore, which 
indicates a mental direction generally similar to that of Origen ; 
indeed, expressions occur which at least favour the doctrine of 
the soul’s preexistence.* But it also contains much which is 
directly at variance with the doctrines of Origen ; — for in- 
stance, a decided leaning to Chiliasm.f It may therefore safely 
be conjectured that Methodius, who was no systematic thinker, 
was in the first place attracted by many of the views and 
writings of Origen, which flattered his favourite opinions 
and pleased his taste ; which only prepared him, however, to 
be the more strongly repelled by whatever in the same system 
went counter to his own intellectual bias and his own dogmatic 
principles. 

The most important and authentic of the writings which 
remain of this Methodius is his Banquet of the Ten Virgins , 
in eleven conversations, containing a eulogy, oftentimes exag- 
gerated, of the unmarried life. 

The treatise on free-will (jrepl avre^ovtriov) which we have 
under the name of Methodius seems to belong to the Christian 
church-teacher Maximus, who lived in the reign of Septimius 
Severus4 rather than to Methodius. § It is an attack on the 
Gnostic Dualism. V* 

One who zealously stood up for Origen against those that 
accused him of being a heretic was the presbyter Pamphilus, 
of Caesarea in Palestine, a man distinguished for his zeal in 
the cause of piety and science. He founded at Caesarea an 
ecclesiastical library, which contributed in no small degree to 
the furtherance of scientific studies even in the fourth century. 
Every friend of science, and in particular every one who was 
disposed to engage in a thorough study of the Bible, found in 
this Pamphilus every encouragement and support. He exerted 
himself to multiply, || to disseminate, and to correct the 

* Orat. II. Theophil. s. 5. 

f Orat. IX. s. 5. 

% Euseb. lib. V. c. 27. Hieronym. de vir. illustr. c. 47. This Maxi- 
mus can hardly be identical with the bishop of Jerusalem of the same 
name. Euseb. 1. V. c. 12. * 

§ See, on this point, my genetic development of the Gnostic system 

p. 206. 

|| Vid. Montfaucon catalog. Mss. biblioth. Coislinian. f. 261. 
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copies of the Bible. Many of these copies he distributed 
as presents ; sometimes to women whom he saw to be dili- 
gent in reading the scriptures.* He founded a theological 
school , in which the study of the sacred writings was made a 
special object of attention. JT From this school probably^pro- 
ceeded the learned Eusebius, who owed everything to Famphi- 
lus, and looked up to him as his paternal friend. Famphilus 
communicated to his scholars his own reverence for Driven 
as the promoter of Christian science, and exerted himself to 
counteract the narrow views that were propounded by those who 
branded Origen as a heretic. As the ignorant zeal of these 
people, Famphilus says, went so far as to pass immediate sen- 
tence of condemnation on every one who in any degree occupied 
himself with the writings of Origen, Famphilus, while in 
prison under the Dioclesian persecution, in the year 309, § 
wrote, conjointly with his disciple Eusebius, a work in Origen's 
defence, || and addressed it to the confessors who had been con- 

* Eusebius says of him, in the account of his life, Hieronym. 
adv, Rufin. lib. I. f. 358, 359, vol. IV., Quis studiosorum amicus 
non fuit Pamphili? Si quos videbat ad victum necessariis indigere, 
prebebat large, qute poterat. Scripturas quoque sanctas non ad le- 
gend um tantum, sed et ad habendum tribuebat promptissime. Nec 
solum viris, sed et feoniiis, quas vidisset lectioni deditas. Unde et 
inultos codices preparl^Rt, ut, quum necessitas poposcisset, volentibus 
largiretur. 

*f Euseb. lib. VII. c. 32 : twnvrniraro 2/etrpj 3ijv. 

j Euseb. de martyrib. Palestine, c. 4. 

§ One illustration of the influence which Pamphilus exercised over 
those who lived near him is furnished by the history of his slave Porphy- 
rius, a young man 1 of eighteen years, whom he had educated with a father's 
love, and in promoting whose religious and intellectual culture he had 
spared no pains. To this young man he had imparted a glowing love for 
the Redeemer. When Porphyry heard the sentence of death pronounced 
on his beloved master, he requested that, after the execution of the sen- 
tence, he might be allowed the privilege of paying him the last tribute of 
affection by committing his body to the grave. This request at once ex- 
cited the anger of the fanatical prefect. And, as he steadfastly confessed 
that he was a Christian, and refused to offer sacrifice, he was subjected 
to the most cruel torture, and finally, after having been dreadfully 
lacerated, was conducted to the stake. All this he bore with the 
utmost constancy; only exclaiming once, when the fire reached him, 
— “ Jesus, Son of Goa, help me.” Euseb. de martyrib. Palsest c. 11, 
£ 388. 

'll The charge of the passionate Jerome, that Rnfinus had falsely 
ascribed such a work to Pamphilus, deserves no credit 

VOL. II. 2 K 
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demned to the mines. After the martyrdom of Pamphilus, 
Eusebius added to the five books of the unfinished work a sup- 
plementary sixth book. Of this apology we still possess the 
first book, in the arbitrary version of Rufinus, with the addition 
of a few fragments of the Greek.* 

The example of Pamphilus shows us how the comprehensive 
mind of Origen, which- grasped and united together so many 
different pursuits, gave birth not only to a spirit of doctrinal 

r ulation, but also to the thorough study of the Bible and 
careful investigation of the text of the scriptures, however 
irreconcilable with his allegorizing licentiousness this may ap- 
pear. Another instance of the same kind probably is that of the 
Egyptian bishop Hesychius, who prepared a new and emended 
revision of the text of the Alexandrian version, which became 
the current one in Egypt. ^ He likewise suffered martyrdom 
under the Dioclesian persecution, in the year 310 or 3114 
Finally : it must also perhaps be ascribed in some measure to the 
influence of Origen that a new and peculiar school of theology 
sprang up at Antioch , which first arrived at its full development 
in the course of the fourth century. In this school the science 
of scriptural hermeneutics and exegesis received a healthy 
direction between the extremes of the grossly literal and 
the arbitrary allegorical methods of interpretation. Learned 
presbyters belonging to the church of Antioch, who took a 
special interest in the study of biblical interpretation, may 
be regarded as the progenitors of this school ; particularly 
Dorotheus aud Lucian, of whom the latter died as a martyr 
during the Dioclesian persecution, in the beginning of the 
year 312.§ 

* The loss of the Life of Pamphilus, by Eusebius, is much to be 
regretted. 

f Hieronym. adv. Rufin. lib. II. £ 425. 

X Euseb. hist, eccles. lib. VIII. c. 13, f. 308. 

o Lucian prepared a new revision of the corrected text of the Alex- 
andrian revision, and probably also of the New Testament. The codices 
written after this revision were called Xot>xi*n7*. Hieronym. de vir. 
illustr. c. 77, adv. Rufin. lib. II. f. 425, vol. IV. What we are to judge 
of the earlier relation in which Lucian stood to Paul of Samosata is a 
point which cannot be determined with any certainty from die account 
which has been left by Alexander bishop of Alexandria, since that ac- 
count is liable to the suspicion of being coloured by a polemical iztterest 
Theodoret. hist, eccles. lib. 1. c. 4. 
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Thus the historical development of doctrine in 4his period 
terminates with the conflict of opposite tendencies, which were 
to act as counterpoises to each other, in order that Christianity 
might not be maimed and crippled by the partial views of men, 
but might be preserved in its integrity as that which is destined 
to overcome and reconcile all human antagonisms. And as this 
process of development and purification is transmitted from one 
generation to another, so also the conclusion of this first great 
stage of its history contains in it the foretokens aud presages 
of all the succeeding periods, which, through their ever renewing 
struggles and victories, are to prepare the way for the last great 
struggle and the final victory which shall put an end to all 
strife. 
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TO VOLS. I. AND II. 


A. 

Abgarus. See Agbanis 
Abraxas, a mystical watchword, ii. 49 
Absolution, its practice as maintained 
by Tertullian, Firmilian, and Cy- 
prian, i. 306 

Abstinence practised by the early 
Christians, i. 380 
Acolytlis (o.x.o\ov6oi), i. 279 
AClia Capitolina, i. 475 
Julius Larapridius, historian, i. 142, 
165 

iEon, the mother of life, ii. 1 74 
Africa, diffusion of Christianity in, 
i. 114. Persecutions, 170. North 
African church, ii. 346, 368 
Agapae, or love-feasts, i. 450 
Agbarus* letter to Jesus spurious, 
i. 110 

Agrippinus, bishop of Carthage, 

i. 441 

Alcibiades, confessor, i. 382 
Alexander of Abonoteichus, i. 41, 99, 
127, 144, 223 

Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, 

ii. 498 

Alexander, bishop of Jerusalem, 
ii. 454, 470 

Alexander Severus, i. 174, 4o4 
Alexander the Great, i. 68 
Alexandrian church, i. 114. Perse- 
cution, 183 

Alexandrian catechetical school, i. 
424 ; ii. 224 

Alexandrian theology, its history and 
character, ii. 224-227. Concep- 
tion of Gnosis and Pistis, 228. 
Clement of Alexandria on the 
value of faith, 229. Sources of 


I information respecting the Gnosis, 

I 231. Necessity of Grecian eul- 

| ture, 232. The Christian develop- 
ment of history, 239. Disparage- 
ment of simple faith, 245. Origen 
the second great teacher of the 
Alexandrian theology, 246. Doc- 
trine of the Logos, 307. Compared 
with the doctrine of the North- 
African church, 346 
Alogi, the opponents of Montanism, 
ii. 222, 301 

Altar (nra, altare), i. 403 
Arnbrosius, a friend of Origen, ii. 
466, 468, 474 

Arnbrosius against Apelles the Mor- 
cionite, ii. 152 

AmmoniuS, church teacher, ii. 464 
Ammon ius Saccas, Plotinus* teacher, 
ii. 464 

Anabaptists , or rebaptizers, i. 441 
Avayn/rveti, lectores, i. 279, 420 
Anchor, symbolical of Christian 
hope, i. 405 

Anicetus, bishop of Home, i. 413 ; 
ii. 206 

Anointing oil, ii. 155 
Anthropology, ii. 340-368 
Anthropomorphism, i. 80 ; ii. 305 
Anthropopathi6tn, i. 80 ; ii. 305. 
Antichrist, what, i. 131, 167 
Antinomians, ii. 115 
Antioch, the church, observe the 
feast of Epiphany, i. 417. Council 
at, ii. 333. New school of theology 
there, 498 

Antitactes, a Gnostic sect, ii. 119 
Antoninus Pius, his conduct towards 
the Christians, i. 143 
Apelles the Marcionite, ii. 151 



502 


INDEX TO VOLS. I. AND II. 


Apollinaris, .bishop of Hierapolis, 
i. 161, 412; ii. 433 
Apollonius of Tyana, his character, 
41. Denounces the gladiatorial 
shows, 42. His pantheism, 43 
Apollonius, Roman senator, i. 163 
Apologists for Christianity, i. 142 
Apostles, their office, i. 255 
Apostles' Creed used at baptism, 
i. 424. Contains no reference to 
the Logos, ii. 292. 

Apostolic fathers, ii. 405-411 
Apostolical constitutions, i. 274 
Apostolical succession, i. 437 
Aquila and Priscilla, their house used 
for public worship, i. 402 
Arabia, spread of Christianity in, 

i. Ill 

Archelaus of Cascar, ii. 165 
Aristides, letter to Hadrian, i. 139; 

ii. 412 

Aristotle, ii. 341 

Amobius, the African writer, i. 207 ; 
ii. 449-452 

Arrian, the stoic, i. 221 
Arrius Montanus, proconsul, i. 164 
Artemonites, ii. 297, 298 
Ascension day, its early observance, 

i. 416 

Asceticism, i. 379-388 
Athanasius on Sabellianism, ii. 319, 
326 

Athenagoras on Christianity, i. 107. 
Doctrine of the Logos, ii. 305. 
Apology, 428 

• Athenodorus, brother of Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, ii. 490 
Attalus, the martyr, i. 157, 382 
Augustin, St., an Christianity, i. 107. 
On the popular hatred of the 
Christians, 127. On Tertullian, 

ii. 445 

Aurelian, edict of, i. 149. Situation 
of the Christians under, 194 
Autun, persecution at, i. 158 

B. 

Babylon, noticed by St. Peter, 1. 

Epist. v. 13, i. 110 
Banianes, Indian trade colonies, i. 113 


Baptism, sometimes delayed, i. 351. 
Its benefits, 351, 421. Probation 
of candidates, 423. Formula of 
confession, 424. Of renunciation, 
428. By immersion, 429. Infant 
baptism, 430. Sponsors, 436. 
Anointing with oil, 436. Imposi- 
tion of hands, 437. Milk and 
honey administered, 438. Of he- 
retics, 439-448. Its efficacy, ii. 
390-392 

Bardesanes the Gnostic, i. 110, 111, 
421. Some account of him, ii. 105 
Barcochba, a pretended Messiah, i. 
143, 475 

BarManu, Abgar of Edessa, i. 110 
Barnabas, St., on the Lord's day, i. 
408. A moderate Gnostic, ii. 22. 
j his Catholic epistle, 406 
Bartholomew, the apostle, visits In- 
dia, i. Ill, 113 

Basilides, the Gnostic, his origin, ii. 
47. The dogmas of emanation and 
of dualism the groundwork of his 
system, 48. His doctrine of trans- 
migration, 54. Of Archon and 
providence, 55. The sources of 
his ideas, 59. His Ebionitic no- 
tions respecting Jesus, 62-66. 
Denied St. Paul's doctrine of justi- 
fication, 66. What distinguished 
him from other Gnostics, 66-71 
Beryllus, bishop of Bostra, ii. 315 
Birthday, its meaning when applied 
to martyrs, i. 463 

Bishops ( ItflrKoiroi ), i. 189, 256. 
Distinction between presbyters and 
bishops, 258. Raised above pres- 
byters, 264. How elected, 265, 
278. Country-bishops, 281. Their 
seats distinguished as mother 
churches, 283. Cyprian on their 
perfect equality, 300 
Blandina, martyr, i. 157 
Blastus, presbyter, letter to, ii. 438 
Bdhmer, Wilhelm, Neander's Church 
History dedicated to him, i. viii 
Brahmanism, ii. 7 

Britain, Christianity introduced into, 
i. 118. 
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British church not of Roman origin. 

i. 118 

Buddas, predecessor of Maui, ii, 159 
Buddhism, ii. 7 

C. 

Oaecilius of Bilta on exorcism, i. 429 
C&inites, a fanatical sect, ii. 114, 154 
Caius, presbyter, ii. 47, 452 
Calvin on episcopacy, i. 270 
Candidus, Valentinian, <i. 310 
Canones Apostolic!, ii. 409 
Captives, Christian, ransomed by their 
brethren, i. 355 

Caracalla, son of Severus, i. 165 
Carpocrates, the Gnostic, ii. 115-118 
Carpocratians, ii. 118 
Carthage, Christianity in, i. 115. 
Persecution at, 183. Council held 
at, 116, 429, 434, 441, 442 
Cataphrygians, a sect of Montauists, 

ii. 221 

Catechetical schools, ii. 224 
Catechists, i. 143 
Catechumens, i. 422, 453 
Catholic church. See Church 
Celibacy of the clergy, its rise, i. 
276, 384 

Celsius, i. 97, 98, 121, 123, 125, 126, 
178, 222-237, 377 
Cemeteries visited by Christians, i. 
190 

Cerinthus, some aeoount of him, ii. 
42 ; his doctrinal views respecting 
angels, 43. Concerning Christ, 44. 
The Mosaic law, 46. And the mil- 
lennium, 47 

Charismata, or gilts of grace, i. 250, 
251 

Chiliasm, i. 108, 503; ii. 399 
Chorepiscopi, or country bishops, i. 
281 

Chrism, i. 165 

Christ, his supposed letter to Abga- 
rus, i. 1 10 

Christianity, its connection with na- 
ture and reason, i. 2. With Juda- 
ism and paganism, 4. Its first pro- 
mulgation, 95, 106. Its conflict 


with ungodliness and superstition, 
96-98. Its supernatural opera- 
tions, 99. Diffusion in particular 
| districts, 108-118. Persecute* of 

I its professors, 118-128. Its eon- 

j dition under the various emperors, 

128-216, Literary attacks upon, 
217. By Lucian, 218. Arrian, 221, 
Celsus, 222-236. Porphyry, 236. 

! Hierocles, 240. Its defence by 

I Apologists, 242. Mere outward 

1 professors, 348. Contrasted with 

paganism, 348. Its respect for 

civil government, 359-363. Pro- 
gressive development of Christian 
doctrines, 465. Adumbrated in 

Judaism, 469 
Christian life, i. 346 
Christian worship, its several parts, 
i. 399-448 

! Christians branded on the forehead, 

' i. 192 

Christinas, its early observance, i. 417 
Church, its condition under the em- 
perors, i. 128-217. Its constitu- 
tion during the apostolic age, 248. 
Equality of its members, 249. Its 
edification the work of all, 251, 
272-274. Its government by pres- 
byters and bishops, 256, 266. Office 
of teaching, 259. Deacons 261. 
The election of church officers, 263, 
277. Changes in its constitution 
after the apostolic age, 264. Con- 
flict between the aristocratic and 
monarchical element, 267. Rise 
of a sarcerdotal caste, 269-276. 
Multiplication of church officers, 
279. Union of individual commu- 
nities, 281. Relation between me- 
tropolitan and provincial churches, 
283. Its unity, 289. Congrega- 
tionalism first propounded, 293. 
Discipline, 302. Schisms, 308— 
345. Subject to blemishes, 353. 
Provides for its poor, 354. Public 
worship, 399-406. Seasons of 
fasts and festivals, 406-418. The 
several parts of public worship, 
418-464. Baptism, 421-448. The 
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Lord’s Supper, 448. Its opposition 
to the Gnostic sects, ii. 196 
Church synods: Carthage, i. 429, 

' 434,441,442. Elvira, 405, 410, 
41C, 423. Iconium, 440. Synnoda, 
ib. 

Cicero, i. 10. His fundamental maxim 
of legislation, 119. 

Claudius Apollinaris, bishop of Hie- 
rapolis, on the Legio Fulminea, i. 
161. His writings, ii. 433. 
Claudius, emperor, banishment of 
Christians from Rome, i. 129 
Claudius Albinus, i. 165 
Clemens Romanus, bishop of Rome, 
on the term “ the utmost limit of 
the West,” i. 117. On the appoint- 
ment of church officers, 263, 272. 
Noticed in the Clementines, 488. 
Epistle to the church of Corinth, 
ii. 408. Fragment of a second, ib. 
Two letters to the Syrian church, 
ib. The Clementines, 409. Apos- 
tolical constitutions, ib. 

Clement, a Roman nobleman, his 
remarkable conversion to Christi- 
anity, i. 44 

Clement, bishop of Alexandria, on 
persecutions, i. 165. Fraternal 
kiss, 363. Asceticism, 386. His 
tract, “ Who is the rich man that 
is seeking Salvation ? ” 387. Com- 
munity of goods, 387. Marriage, 
389. Prayer, 396. Church, 401, 
The outward appearance of our 
Lord, 404. Use of images, ib. Sym- 
bolism, 405. Feast of Epiphany, 
418. Reading of Scripture, 425. 
Agapse, 452. Basilides, ii. 51, 63. 
Heracleon, 95. Pseudo- Basilideans, 
113. Carpocrates, 116. Nicolai- 
tans, 121. Tatian, 127. Doctrines 
of Clement, 229-246. Concerning 
God, 268. Of the Logos, 306. Of 
Hie Holy Spirit, 339. Anthropo- 
logy, 353. Christology, 370. Bap- 
tism, 391. His life and 4 writings, 
453-456 

Clementines, a work of the second or 
third century, i. 44, 66. Its apo- 


logetic and conciliatory tendency, 
488-500. Adolph Schliemann’s 
treatise upon, 488. Opposed to the 
system of Marcion, ii. 40. Attri- 
buted to Clemens Romanus, 409 
Clergy (kX^jmQ, its original sig- 
nification, l. 272. Provision for 
their maintenance, 275 
Commodian, the poet, i. 318. His 
Christian Admonitions, 330. On 
martyrdom, 388. On works of 
Christian love, 399. His life and 
writings, ii. 447-449. 

Commodus, emperor, i. 162 
Confessors, the deference paid to them, 
i. 279. Their sympathy for the 
lupsed, 317 

Confirmation, or imposition of hands, 
i. 437. The completion of baptism, 
438 

Constantius Chlorus, emperor, i. 214 
Coracion, priest, ii. 399, 400 
Cornelius, bishop of Rome, i. 189, 
280, 330. His synodal letter to 
Fabius, bishop of Antioch, 332. 
Cosmas Indicopleustes, i. 113 
Country bishops. See Chorepiscopi. 
Creation, the doctrine of, ii. 275-283 
Crescens the cynic, ii. 425 
Cross, the sign ofj i. 192, 201, 406 
Cultus of the Gnosis, ii. 153-156 
Cybele, festival in honour of, i. 158 
Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, some 
account of him, i. 309. His conver- 
sion, 346. Convenes a synod, 116. 
Flight in the persecution, 185, 
314, 323. Care for the churches, 
186. Thibaritans, 188. Trial and 
banishment, 190. Martyrdom, 193. 
Relation to the presbyters, 267. 
His work “De Lapsis,” 276. Coun- 
cil of presbyters, 278. His work 
“ De Unitate E celeste,” 292. Ca- 
thedra Petri, 297. Maintains the in- 
dependence of individual bishops, 
299. On the schism of Felicissi- 
mus, 309-312. On the unalienable 
rights of the episcopate, 312, 329. 
Anti-Cyprian faction, 313. His 
treatment of the lapsed, 315. His 
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respect for Tertullian, 315. Op- 
poses the exaggerated reverence 
paid to martyrs, 319. Deputes a 
visitation of his diocese, 323. His 
letter to Pupianus, 328. Combats 
the principles of N ovarian, 341. 
On the, mixture of good and bad 
in the visible church, 343. His 
“ Collection of Testimonies,” 352 ; 
ii. 446. On liberality, i. 355. Gla- 
diatorial shows, 364. The pro- 
fession of stage players, 368. On 
the Lord’s Prayer, 397. Sprinkling 
in baptism, 429. Infant baptism, 
424. Baptism of heretics, 442, 
445. His work “ De Rebaptis- 
mate,” 446. Idea of sacrifice, 392. 
Penance, 458. Communion with 
the departed, 462. Cyprian’s con- 
nection with Tertullian, ii. 446. 

Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, ii. 165. 

D. 

Deacons, their office, i. 261, 420. 
Manage the church funds, 324 

Deaconesses, their office, i. 262 

Dead, the faithful, commemorated, 
i. 463 

Decius Trajanus, emperor, i. 1 80 

Deities, visible and invisible, i. 35 

Demetrius, bishop of Alexandria, i. 
112, 274; ii. 469 

Demiurge, ii. 20-28. See Gnosticism 

Demonax, an eclectic philosopher, i. 
13 

Demons, Plutarch’s doctrine respect- 
ing, i. 38. 

Development of Christian doctrines, i. 
465. Of church theology in gene- 
ral, ii. 196-346 

Dio Chrysostom the rhetorician, his 
defence of image-worship, 1. 37. 
Distinguishes three sources of re- 
ligion, 119 

Diocletian, emperor, i. 197. Per- 
secution during his reign, 204; 
Edict for burning the Scriptures, 
206-215 

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, on { 


Valerian, i. 176, 189.* The Deeian 
persecution, 180, 183, 187. Ba- 
nished to Libya, 192. On Novation, 
336. Christian brotherly love, 357". 
Baptism of heretics, 443.. Corre- 
sponds with Sixtus ^bishop of 
Rome, 444. Cerinthus, ii. 42, 
Sabellius, 324, 334. Homoousion, 
325. Chiliasm, 400. Life and 
character, 483 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, i. 17, 39 
Dionysius, bishop of Paris, i. 116 
Dionysius, bishop of Rome, contro- 
versy with Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria, ii. 335. On the Holy Spirit, 
340 

Dioscoridcs, Insula, i. 113, 114 
Dioscurus the martyr, i. 184 
Disciplina arcani, i. 427 
Discipline of the church, i. 302-308 
Divination, pagan art of, i. 201 
Docetism, ii. 29, 369 
Domitian, emperor, i. 132 
Domitius Ulpian collects the rescripts 
of the emperors against the Chris- 
tians, i. 174 
Dorotheus, ii. 498 
Dositheus, ii. 123 

Dove, the symbol of the Holy Ghost, 
i. 405 

Dragomans, or interpreters, i. 419 
Dualism, its character, ii. 14, 18 
Ducenarius, procurator, ii. 331 

E. 

Easter controversy, i. 412 
Easter-day commemorated, i. 415 
Ebedjesu, a Nestorian author, ii. 440 
Ebionites, derivation of the term, i, 
476. Zealous opponents of St. 
Paul, 479. Two classes of them, 
481-500 

EccJesia apostolic®, i. 286 
Edessa, Christian church there, i. 110, 
403. The chronicle of. 111 
Egypt, diffusion of Christianity in, i. 
114 

Egyptians, apocryphal gospel of, ii. 
326 
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Eleutheraa, bishop of Rome, ii. 221 
Elias, bis reappearance expected, i. 480 
Elvira, the council of, i. 276, 405, 
410, 416, 423 

Elxaites, a sect of Ebionites, i. 486 
Elyraas, magician, i. 99 
Emanation, ii. 10. See Gnosticism 
Encratites, ii. 127. Julius Casslanus, 
129. The apocryphal book of 
Enoch, 236 
E&ergumeni, i. 279 
Enoch, apocryphal book of, ii. 236 
Ephraem Syrus, ii. 105-191 
Epicureanism, i. 11 
Epiphanes the Gnostic, ii. 116 
Epiphanius on the Ebionites, i. 459, 
485-487, 494. Cerinthus, ii. 46. 
Basilides, 47. Valentine, 71. Bar- 
desanes, 105. Cainites,115. Satur- 
nin, 124. Marcion, 133. Mon- 
tanuB, 207. Theodotus, 297. Sa- 
bellius, 326. Gospel of the Egyp- 
tians, *6. 

Epiphany, its early observance, i. 417 
Episcopacy, i. 264-267 
Epistolae format®, i. 286, 354 
Eschatology, or doctrine of last things, 
ii. 395-404 

Essenes, their origin, i. 59. Described 
by the elder Pliny, ib. By Jose- 
phus, 60. Their mysticism, ib. 
Their habits of life, 62. Distin- 
guished for industry and veracity, 

64. Worshipped towards the east, 

65. Their ascetical practices, 67. 
Essenism, 493. 

Ethiopia, diffusion of Christianity in, 
i. 115 

Eucharist, its meaning, i. 456. Ad- 
ministered to Christians in dun- 
geons, 171, 186, 460. Its symbo- 
Bcal character, 421, 448. Origin - 
, ally united with the A gap®, 450. 
Consecration of the sacramental 
elements, 456. The oblations, 
457. The mixed cup, 459. When 
received under one kind, 460. In- 
fant communion, 461. Adminis- 
tered at marriages and funerals, 462 
Euelpistus, a Christian slave, i. 273 


Euemerus, i. 9, 29 
Euodius, ii. 178, 187 
Euphrates, ii. 113 

Eusebius, bishop of Csesarca, on the 
Abgar Uchomo, i. 80. Demetrius 
of Alexandria, 112. Pantsenus, 
113, 114. The persecution at 
Thebais, 115. St. Paul’s journey 
to Spain, 117. Hadrian, 140. 
Marius the martyr, 194. Dio- 
clesian persecution, 206. On the 
use of pictures, 404. Bardesanes, 
ii. 105. Tatian, 128. Montanus, 
206. Letter to the church of 
Lyons, 221. Alexandrian cate- 
chists, 224. Beryllus of Bostra, 
315. Malchion, 332. Apology of 
Justin Martyr, 412. Death of Jus- 
tin, 426. Florinus, 439. Sym- 
machus, 477, Immortality of the 
soul, 481. Death of Origen, 482. 
Methodius, 496. Apology of Pam- 
philius, 498 

Excommunication practised in the 
early church, i. 304 
Exorcism, i. 428 
Exorcist®, i. 279 
Extreme unction, ii. 155 

F. 

Fabian, bishop of Rome, i. 185 
Fabius, bishop of Antioch, i. 332 
Fasts, days set apart for, i. 408. 

Wednesday and Friday, 409 
Faustus the Manichean, ii. 175 
Felicissimus made deacon by a pres- 
byter, i. 313. His opposition to 
Cyprian, his bishop, 324. Con- 
demned by a synod, 327 
Felicitas the martyr, i. 170, 172 
Felix, a Numidian bishop, i. 209 
Felix, an African bishop, i. 209 
Felix the Manichean, ii. 193 
Festivals, Christian, their seasons, i. 
406. Weekly, 408. Yearly, 411. 
Commemorative, 464 
Fidus, i. 4S4 

Firmilian, bishop of Cesarea, against 
Stephen bishop of Rome, i. 301. 
Church discipline, 306. Baptism 
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of heretics, 443. Formula of bap- 
tism, 443. On Origen, ii. 476 
Fish, symbolical of the Christian 
church, i. 405 , 

Flora, letter of Ptolemy to, ii. 99 
Florinus, presbyter, li. 438 
Fortunatianus the martyr, i. 211 
Fortunattfs, a schismatic bishop, i. 
327 

Frumentius, the apostle of Ethiopia, 
i. 115 

G. 

Galen, the celebrated physician, i. 
239 

Galerius, Caius Maximianus, Caesar, i. 
201 

Galerius, Caius Valerius Maximinus, 
Caesar, i. 215 

Galileans, Christians so called, i. 139 
Galliran church, when founded, i. 116 
Gallienus Caesar, i. 194 
Gallus Cajsar, i. 188 
Germany, diffusion of Christianity in, 
i. 116 

Gladiatorial exhibitions, i. 364 
Gnosis, the Alexandrian, ii. 13. The 
Syrian, 15. The two systems 
compared, 17. The worship or 
cultus, 153. 

Gnosticism viewed as an historical | 
phenomenon, ii. 1-41. Contains 
certain elements of the Platonic, 
Jewish, and Oriental systems, 5-9. 
The Alexandrian and Syrian Gnosis 
compared, 13-20. The Demiurge j 
a representative of the Supreme 
God, 21-26. Judaizing Gnostics, 
22-25, 39-41. Its different the- 
ories a? it regards particular moral 
relations, 28; and Christ's person, 
ib. Docetism, 29. Biblical inter- 
pretations, 31. Secret doctrines, 
33. Its position with, the Chris- 
tian church, 33. Its two-fold con- 
flict with Christianity and Neo- 
Platonism, 34. Opposed by Plo- 
tinus, 34-38. Cerinthus, 42-47. 
Barilides, 47-71. Valentine and 


his school, 71-107. • Its oouffiet 
with Judaism, 107-153. The 
worship or cultus of the Gnosis, 
153, Opposition between the 
church and the Gnostic doctrine of 
human nature, 344 a 

Gnostics, their practice of altering the 
evangelical records, i. 230. Op- 
posed to external worship, ii. 153. 
Their baptismal formula, 1 55 
Goetse, Jewish haagicians, i. 92, 223 
Good Friday observed, i. 415 
Grecian and Homan paganism com- 
pared, i. 8 

Greek systems of philosophy, i. 7, 2 ■ 
Gregory of Nanzianzen on the visit 
of St. Thomas to India, i. 113 
Gregory of Nyssa on Gregory Thausna- 
turgus, ii. 493 

Gregory Thaumaturgus, i. 398. His 
life, -ii. 489-495 
Gregory of Tours, i. 116 

H. 

Hadrian, emperor, i. 139. His rescript 
to Minucius Fundanus, 140. Let- 
ter to Servianus, 141 . His temples, 
142 

Ham the patriarch, i. 59 
Hegemonius, supposed author of the 
Grecian Acts, ii. 166 
Hegesippus, church teacher, ii. 430 
Heliogabalus, emperor, i. 173 
Heraclas, disciple of Origen, ii. 467, 
483 

Heracleon the Gnostic on oral tradi- 
tion, i. 426. His commentary on 
St. John, ii. 95. Mystical inter- 
pretation of the discourse with the 
Samaritan woman, 96. On wit- 
nessing. for Christ, 98. Mystic 
words, 104 

Heraclian, bishop of Chalcedon, li. 
166 

Heraclitus on the Sibylline prophecies, 
i. 245 

Herculius Maximianus Cssar, i. 203 
Heresy defined, i. 308, 467. Tenden- 
cies of the heretical spirit, 469. 
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The Judaizing sects, 471. The 
Ebionites, 476 

Heretics, baptism of, i. 439-448 
Hennas, The Shepherd, i. 385; ii. 

391, 410 

Hermes, Trismegistus, i. 245 
Hernias, apologist, ii. 429 
Hermogenes on the doctrine of crea- 
tion, ii. 276-280. Anthropology, 
348 

Hesychius, Egyptian bishop, ii. 498 
Hetseria, or close associations, edict 
against, i. 134, 135 
Heubner, Dr., Neander’s second vo- 
lume of Church History dedicated 
to him, i. ix. 

Hexapla, bv Origen, ii. 478 
Hierocas, Egyptian ascetic, ii. 485 
Hierocles against Christianity,!. 201, 
240 

Hilarianus the martyr, i. 211 
Hilary the commentator on the ear- 
lier and later practice of the church, 
i. 252. On Dioclesian’s edict 
against the Manicheans, ii. 195 
Hippolytus, bishop, on the observance 
of the Sabbath, i. 411. Celebra- 
tion of the Eucharist, 461. On 
Noetus, ii. 303. Life and writings, 
'439-442 

Hormisdas, king of Persia, ii. 170 
Hymns used at public worship, i. 420 
Hystaspes, interpolated writings, i. 
245 

I. 

Ialdabaoth. See Ophites 
Iconium, council of, i. 440 
Idealists, ii. 154 

Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, i. 139. 
Letter to Polycajp, 373. On the 
festival of Sunday, 409, Docet- 
ism, ii. 369. The Lord's Supper, 

392. His letters, 411 

Image worship the origin of super- 
stition, i. 12. Defended by Por- 
phyry, 237. Its rise in the Chris- 
tian church, 403-405 
India, spread of Christianity in, i. 112 


Infant baptism, i. 431-436 

Infant communion, i. 461 ; ii. 393. 

Infidelity destructive of civil liberty, 
i. 1 5. Antagonistic to Christianitv, 
45 

Inspiration, i. 494 ; ii. 201 

Interpolated writings, i. 245 

Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons,* on mira- 
culous cures, i. 102. Christianity 
in Germany, 116. In Spain, 117. 
On the persecutions, 165. The 
relation of bishops to presbyters, 
266. Ecclesia apostolica at Rome, 
284. The unity of the church, 
290. Rebukes Victor bishop of 
Rome, 299, 415. Gladiatorial 
shows, 364. Infant baptism, 431. 
Oblation, 458. Ebionites, 476. 
Doctrine of accommodation among 
the Gnostics, ii. 32, 37. Cerinthus, 
42, 43. Saturnin, 124. Tatian, 
126. Prodicians, 120. Nico- 
laitans, %b. Intermediate position 
of Irenasus, 198. Montanistic 
proceedings, 221. Knowledge of 
God, 270. Creation, 28Q. Soul 
of Christ, 374. Redemption, 383. 
Faith and law, 388. Baptism, 
390. Lord's Supper, 392. Chi- 
liasm, 397. Life and writings, 
434-439 

Isidorus, son of Basilides, ii. 47, 51, 
57, 59 

J. 

Jacob, steps of, i. 486 

Jamblichus the Neo-Platonic philo- 
sopher, i. 240 

Jews witnesses of the One God, i. 48. 
Their misapprehension of the The- 
ocracy, 51. Deluded by false 
prophets, 53. Their intercourse 
with the Greeks at Alexandria, 
69-81 

John, St., the evangelist, exercised his 
episcopate in Asia Minor, i. 265, 
271, 473. Compared with St. 
Peter, 295 *- 

John the Baptist, his mission, i. 52. 
His so-called disciples, ii. 16, 113 
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Josephus on false prophets, i. 53. 
The Sadducees, 58. Pharisees, %b. 
Essenes, 60 

Judaism contrasted with paganism) 
i. 5. At Alexandria, 68. Its ad? 
mixture with Platonism, 68-81. 
Its relation to Christianity, 86-91 
Judas of Gamala, i. 51 
Julia Mamma*, i. 173 
Juliana, a Christian virgin, ii. 476 
Julius Africanus, ii. 479 
Julius Oassianus, ii. 129 
Julius Paulus on the Homan civil law, 
i. 120 

Justin Martyr on the infidelity of 
the philosophers, i. 12. Jewish de- 
niers of angels, 58. Proselytes, 93. 
Miraculous cures, 102. Christian 
patience, 104. Exposes Crescens, 
128. Defects of Christians, 353. 
Magistrates, 359. Divine worship, 
402. Form of baptism, 430. On 
the due celebration of baptism and 
the Eucharist, 455-459. Two 
classes of Jewish Christians, 474, 
500. On Ebionism, 500. Doc- 
trine of the Logos, ii. 204. Christ's 
humanity, 374. Satisfaction, 385. 
Eucharist, 392. Chiliasm, 397. 
Life and writings, 412-426 

K. 

Karaites, i, 59 

Kiss of charity, i. 172, 354, 363, 434, 
439 

L. 

Lactantius on the Holy Spirit, ii. 337 
Laity, sometimes opposed to the ca- 
tholic idea of a priesthood, i. 273. 
Participation in the choice of church 
officers, 278. Excluded from sy- 
nods, 289 

Lapsi, on their restoration to the fel- 
lowship of the church, i. 315-317, 
334. Synods on their account, 326 
Lararium, domestic chapel, 1 . 173 
Lectorea, or readers of the Scriptures, 
i. 279, 280 


Legio fulminea, i. 160 , 

Lenten fast observed, i. 415 
Leonides, father of Origen, ii. 456- 
459 

Letters communicatory, i, 186 
Libellatici, i. 182 
Libelli pads, i. 318 
Liter® format®, i. 286 
Logos, the doctrine of the, ii, 302- 
312 

Lord's Prayer, Cyprian's remarks on, 
i. 187 

Lord's Supper. See Eucharist 
Lucas the Marcionite, ii. 151 
Lucian, prsepositus cubiculariorum, 
i. 197 

Lucian the confessor, i. 320 
Lucian, the learned wit of Samosata, 
i. 11, 12, 18, 218 

Lucianus, founder of the Antiochian 
school, ii. 498 

Lucius, bishop of Home, i. 189 
Lucius, the British king, i. 118 
Lucretius, i. 11 

Lugdunum (Lyons), persecution at, 

i. 116, 154 

Luther on episcopacy, i. 270 
Lyons, persecution of the Christians 
at, i. 116, 154 

Lyre, symbolical of Christian joy, i. 
405 

M. 

Macrianus, i. 194 

Maecenas* advice to Augustus, i. 120 
Magicians, early, i. 224 
Magusajian sect, ii. 171 
Malabar, the church there founded by 
St. Thomas, i. 112 
Malchion, presbyter, ii. 332 
Mandseans, ii. 16 

Maui, or Manes, the Gnostic, i. 435 ; 

ii. 157-170. Disputes with Ar- 
cbelaus bishop of Cascar/165 

Manicheans, their system, ii. 157 
Manicheism, its character, ii. 156. 
History of it* founder, 159. East- 
ern and western sources, 162. De- 
rived from Scythianus and Buddas, 
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166^170. * Its connection With the 
Magusseian sect, 171. ./Eon, the 
mother of life, 174. The primal 
man, 175, On the sources of re- 
ligious knowledge, 189. Their 
mode of celebrating the sacrament, 
192. Festivals, 194 
Marcellus. the centurion, a martyr, 
1204 

Marcion, the anti -Jewish Gnostic, 
hie form of baptism, i. 430. Missa 
fidelium, 454. The speculative 
elements of his system, ii. 129. 
His rejection of tradition as a rule 
of faith, 131. His life and history, 
133. Meeting with Polycarp at 
Borne, 138. Beport of his con- 
version, 139. Detailed examina- 
tion of his system, 139. Moral 
tendency of his doctrines, 148. Of 
his reforms, 155. Practised a 
vicarious baptism, 156. Doctrine 
concerning God, 269 
Marcionites, ii. 150-153, 300 
Marcionitism opposed to the Cle- 
mentines, ii. 40 
Marcosians, ii. 154 
Marcus Aurelius, emperor, i. 144. 
His philosophical and religious 
principles, 145-147. His perse- 
cuting edicts, 149 

Marcus the Gnostic, his cabalistic 
symbolism, ii. 104 
Marcus the Marcionite, ii. 151 
Marcus, bishop of the church at 
.Elia, i. 475 

Marius the martyr, i. 195 
Mark, St., the evangelist, founder of 
the Alexandrian church, i. 114 
Marriage commended, i. 389. Mixed 
marriages condemned, 391. The 
civil contract sanctioned by the 
church, 393 

Martialis, Spanish bishop, deposed, 
i. 301 

Martyrs, festival of, i. 463 
Matthew, St., the evangelist, his gos- 
pel taken to India, I. Ill, 113 
Maximianus Herculius, i. 197, 203 
Maximilianus the martyr, 1. 202 


Maximilla the prophetess, ii. 207 
Maximinus, Caius Galerius Valerius, 
i. 215. 

Maximinus the Thracian, i. 174 
Maximus, church teacher, ii. 496 
Melitb, bishop of Sardis, i. 140, 141, 
144; ii. 433 
Menander, ii. 123 

Mensurius, bishop of Carthage, i. 
208, 210 

Messiah, idea of, among the Jews,i. 49 
Methodius of Tyre, against Origen’s 
doctrine, ii. 282. His writings, 
497 

Metropolifcical churches, their origin, 
i. 283 

Millennium, the doctrine of, ii. 395- 
399 

Miltiades against the Montanists, ii. 
214 

Minucius Felix, i. 16 ; ii. 453. 
Minucius Fundanus, proconsul, i. 
140 

Miracles of the apostolic age, i. 100- 
102 

Missa catechumenorum, ii. 156 
Missa fidelium, ii. 156 
Mohler (Dr.) on Gnosticism as a 
precursor of Protestantism, ii, 3 
Monarchians, two classes of them, ii. 
292-295. First Class , found in the 
early Roman church, 295. Theo- 
dotus the head of them, 297. The 
confessor Natalis, ib. Artemonites, 
298. Opposed by Novatian, • ib. 
Their arbitrary criticism of Scrip- 
ture, 299. The Alogi, 301. Se- 
cond Class ; The Patripassians, 301. 
Praxeaa opposed by Tertullian, 
302. Noetus, 303. In conflict 
with the church doctrine of the 
Trinity, 304. The Logos, 305- 
314. Mediatory Monarcbian ten- 
dency, 313. Christ a being in 
the Divine idea, 315. Beryllus’ 
disputation with Origen, 816. Sa- 
bellius, 317-335. Paul of Samo- 
sata, 327-332. Origen and Ter- 
tullian on the Unity in the Trinity, 
333. The term Homoousion con- 
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demned, ib. Denied the doctrine 
of the Holy Spirit, 337. Doctrine 
of human nature, 340 
Montan ism, its character, ii. 200. 
Tenacity to a rigid supernatural- 
ism, 202. Hostile to the culture 
of all art and science, 203. His- 
tory of its development, 204-207. 
Nearness of tlie millennium, 208. 
The priestly dignity of all Chris- 
tians, 212. Its over estimate of 
celibacy, 217. On second mar- 
riages, ib. Penance, 218. Its op- 
ponents, 222 

Montanists, the public speaking of 
women, i. 252. Resistance of the 
evangelical spirit to them, 388, 
407 

Montanus, his importance as founder 
of a sect, ii. 199. His education, 
205. On martyrdom, 216. Pe- 
puza, 221 

Moses viewed as a religious re- 
former, i. 13. His legislation de- 
scribed by Philo, 72 
Mythical religion, its use among the 
common people, i. 9, 16 

N. 

Natalis the Theodotian, confessor, 
ii. 297 

Nsnreans, i. 478, 482 
Neander (Dr.), Memoir of his life 
and writings, i. xxiii-xzxii. His 
Church History projected, vL His 
literary works, xxix " 
Neo-Platonism, i. 40-47, 221, 233 ; 
ii. 5 

Nepos, Egyptian bishop, Chiliast, ii. 
400 

Nero, persecution under, i. 130 
Nerva, emperor, i. 133 
Newman, jR^v, J. H., his theory of 
development derived from the 
Montanists, ii. 217 
Nicolaitans, a Gnostic sect, ii. 119 
Nicomedia, meeting of Diocletian and 
Galerius at, i. 204. Foe at the 
imperial palace, 212 


Neetu$, Patripasaiamst^ii. 303. 

North- African church, its difference 
with the Alexandrine school on the 
doctrine of human nature, ii. 346, 
368 

No vatian, presbyter, some acen&nt of 
him, i. 330-335. His schism, 336. 
Its character, 339. His confused 
notions of the visible and invisible 
church, 344. Opposes the Arte- 
monites, ii. 298, 452 

Novatus, exciter of the Carthaginian 
schism, i. 312. Participation in 
the Roman, 336. 

Numidian Christians made captives, 
i. 355 

Numidicus, confessor, i. 184 

O. 

Ophites, a Gnostic sect, the panthe- 
istic principle prominent in their 
system, ii. 107. laldabaoth, 107. 
Ophiomorphus, the serpent-spirit, 
109. Creation of man, 110. Migra- 
tion of Christ through the heavens, 
111. Their pantheistic system of 
morals, 112. Their antichristian 
principles, 113. 

Oracles, Plutarch's defence of, i. 32. 
Porphyry’s views of them, 43, 238. 

Origen on psychological phenomena, 
i. 103. On the diffusion of Chris- 
tianity in the country, 109. His 
labours in Arabia, 112. Corre- 
spondence with Julia Mammsea, 
173. State of the Christians under 
Philip the Arabian, 175. On the 
persecutions, 176. Celsus, 175, 
178, 222. On humility, 232. His 
ordination in Palestine, 232. Bap- 
tism, 351. The military profes- 
sion, 377. Prayer, 395. And the 
study of the Scriptures, 398. Spi- 
ritual worship of God, 401. Ca- 
techumens, 423. Infant baptism, 
435. Ebionifes, 477. Ophites, ii. 
97, 112. Simon Magus, 123. Ori- 
gen ss a catechist, 225. Isaiah, 
228. Gnosis and Piaffe, 246-253. 
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Principles .in relation to the Scrip- 
tores, 254-259, The Divine at- 
tributes, 273. Doctrine of crea- 
tion, 280*285. Of the Logos, 307- 
314. Anthropology, 355-369, 
Christ’s servant- form, 372. Hu- 
manity of Christ, 373. Human 
soul of Christ, 376-38 1 . Redemp- 
tive activity, 382. Doctrine of the 
sacraments, 393. Resurrection, 
403. Life and works of Origen, 
* 456-484 

Origen the pagan, ii. 464 
Origen, the school of, ii. 482-496 
Ostiarii, vergers, i. 279 


P. 

Pacianus of Barcelona, i. 343 
Paganism among the Greeks and Ro- 
mans, i. 6 

Palladios, a writer of the fifth cen- 
tury, ii. 477 

Pallium, the philosopher’s cloak, i. 
381 ; ii. 412. 

Pamphilus, presbyter of Caesarea, ii. 
382, 498 

Pantaenus, catechist, i. 112 ; ii. 22G, 
453. 

Papias ofHierapolis, ii. 205 
Paraclete, ii. 202 
Parchor the prophet, ii. 57 
Parsism, ii. 6 

Passover, controversy respecting, i. 

412. See Easter 
Paternus the proconsul, i. 190 , 

Patripassions, ii. 294, 30l 
Paul, St., the apostle, visits Arabia, 
i. 111. Journey to Spain, 117. 
On universal priesthood, 250. 
Church discipline, 304. Observ- 
ance of times, 407. Psalmody, 420. 
Labours among the Gentile Chris- 
tians, 474. Ebionitism, 483, The 
Nazareans concerning Paul, ib. 
Gnosis, ii. 8 

Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch, 
deposed on account of ids doctrine, 
i. 196. His theory of the human | 


personality of Christ, ii. 327. His 
character and history, 330, Dis- 
putes with Malchion, 332. De- 
lighted with popular preachers, 
331 

Pausanias, the geographer, On the 
prevalence of unbelief, i. 16 
Peccata venalia, mortalia, i; 307 
Pella, a place of refuge for the Chris- 
tians, i, 475 

Penance of the church, i. 306 
Pentecost, festival of, i. 416 
Pepuza, a place in Phrygia, ii. 221 
Pepuzians, a sect of Montanists, ii. 
221 

Peregrinus Proteus, the cynic philo- 
sopher, i. 219 

Perpetua the martyr, i. 170 
Persecutions of Christians, the causes, 

. i. 118-128. Under Nero, 130. Do- 
mitian, 132. Mitigated under Ner- 
va, 133. Renewed under Trajan, 
134-138. Hadrian, 139-143. 
Abated under Antoninus Pius, 143. 
Renewed under Marcus Aurelius, 
144-162. Commodus, 162. Sep- 
timius Severus, 165-168. Cara- 
calla, 169-172. Heliogabalus, 173. 
Alexander Severus, 173. Maxi- 
minus, 174, Decius Trajanus, 
180-1 88. Gallus and Volusianus, 
188. Valerian, 189. Gallienus 
and Aurelian, 194. Dioclesian 
and Gaiexius, 204-215. Caius 
Galerius Valerius Maximinus, 215 
Persia, Spread of Christianity in, i. 

Pescennius Niger, i. 165 
Peter, St., his primacy as founder of 
the lioman church, i. 283, 295. 
His precedence as the Man of Rock, 
295, 442 

Pharisees, i. 54 .V ,, 

Phariseeism, its relation to Christi- 
anity, i. 88 

Philemon the Roman presbyter, ii. 
484 

Philip the Arabian i. 175 \ 

Philip of Sida, the catechist, ' ii. 
428 
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Philo, the champion of the Alexan- 
drian Jews, 70-73. Oa the re- 
storation of the Jews, 90 
Philosopher's cloak, i. 381 ; ii. 412 
Philumene, ii.151. 

Photius onMani,ji. 166. ffippoly- 
tas, 439. Origen, 471, 482 
Pierias the Alexandrian, ii. 484. 
Plato, his view of Socrates, i, 25. 
His monotheism, 26. Considers 
polytheism as derived from one 
Supreme Unity, 34. On visible 
and invisible deities, 35 ’ 

Platonic philosophy, i< 24, 35. As 
reformed, 31. Productive of fa- 
naticism, 41. Prepares the way 
for Christianity, 46, 221 ; ii. 19. 
Embraced by the Alexandrian 
Jews, i. 71-77 

Pliny the elder, his theological 
views, i. 14. On the Essenes, 59 
Pliny the younger, governor of 
Bithynia and Pontus, i. 134. His 
report to Trajan, ib. 

Plotinus, i. 40. Attempts to restore 
the original Platonism, ii. 5, 15. 
Against the Gnostics, 34. Anthro- 
pology, 341 

Plutarch, description of the supersti- 
tious, i. 18. Connection between 
superstition and. infidelity, 12. On 
Epicureanism, 20/ Relation of re- 
ligions, 28. Hypocrisy of philo- 
sophers, 29. On demons as inter- 
mediate beings, 38. Anthropolog) , 
ii. 611 

Poenitentes, i. 304 

Polybius on Roman superstition, i. 9 
Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, i: 150, 
464. Disputes about the Pass6ver, 
413. Mebtswrith Marcion/ii. 138. 
Letter to tlifhiKgroians, 411 - 
Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus, i. 271, 
412 

Polytheism the invention of human 
weakness, i. 14. Leads to one 
original essence, 34. As moulded 
by the Platonic philosophy, 38 
Ponticus the martyr, J. 157 
Porphyry, defence of image worship, 
VOL. II. 


i. 37. Op demons, 89. His col- 
lection of ancient oracles, 43, 28$. 
Against Christianity, 127, 2$2, 
,236, 239. On Origen, ii. 464 
/ons, i. 1^6 

Prfcxeas against the Montanists, ii. 
205, 221, 801 

Prayer, its efficacy, i. 393. Canon- 
ical hours for common prayer. 396* 
On the ford's day Christians 
prayed standing, 398 
Pre-existence, doctrine of, among the 
Essenes, i. 65. Doctrine of, h. 35$ 
Presbyters, their office, i. 255, 23$ 
Priesthood of all believers, !. 249 
Priscilla, prophetess, ii. 207. On 
celibacy, 217 

Procopius the presbyter, i. 213, 419 
Proculus, a Christian slave, i. 165 
Prodicians, a Gnostic sect, ii. 119 
Prophetesses in the early church, i. 
252 

Prophetic element, its existence in 
paganism as well as in Judaism 
and Christianity, i. 244. In the 
primitive church, 258 
Proselytes of justice, i. 96. Of the 
gate, ib. 

Protootetus, friend of Origen, ii. 474 
Provincial synods. - See Church 
synods 

Psammon, an Egyptian priest, i. 46 
Pseudcwfeasilideahs, a Gnostic sect, ii. 
113 

Pseudo-Paulihists, , 'i. 472 
Pseudo-Petriflists, i. 472 
Ptolemaus the Gnostic, his letter to 
Flora, ii. 99. Esoteric tradition, 
100. Threefold origin of the liw, 
102 

Pudens, a magistrate, i. 141 
Pulpit (suggestus, pulpitum}, i. 403 
Pupiari, Cypriotes letter to 4 him, i. 
328 

Pythagoras the ancient sage, L 24$ 


a. 

Quadratus the apologist, i. f89 j 
412 ' 

Quadragesimal that, I. 415 
2 h 


ii 
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Quintus the ’Phrygian, i, 151 
Quintus the African bishop, i. 442 
Quirinus, ii. 446 

R. 

Rain, miraculous shower of, i. 160 
Recognitions of Clement, i. 495 
Resurrection, ii. 402-404 
Revocatus the martyr, i. 170 
Roman emperors, state of the church 
under them, i. 128-217. Chrono- 
l<%ical list of, ii. 532 

the metropolitical church of 
the West, i. 283-286. Founded 
by St. Peter and St. Paul, 284, 
I 296. Not the centre of ecclesias- 
tical unity, 297. Nor supreme, 

*' ‘ ! — Wi-rmilian. 


Saturnin, founder of the church of 
Toulouse, i. 116 

Saturnine the anti- Jewish Gnostic, 
ii. 124 

Satuminus the proconsul, i. 169 
Saturnius the martyr, i. 170 
Scapula the proconsul, i. 169 
Schelling, F. von, Neander’s dedica- 
tion to him, i. v. Noticed, 244 
Schisms in the church, i. 228, 308 
Sohliemann’s treatise on “The Cle- 
mentines,” i. 488 
Scillita, persecution at, i. 169 
Scriptures, the difference between a 
literal and spiritual interpretation, 
i. 78. Dioclesian’s edict for their 
destruction, 206. Read at public 

» • ilA 


s. . 

Sabseans, or disciples of John the 
Baptist, ii. 16 

Sabellius, a Monarchian, his charac- 
ter, ii. 317. Discordant views of 
his doctrine, 318. Creation of 
humanity in the Logos, 320. Hy- 
postatizing of the Logos in Christ, 
322. As such, he is called the 
Son of God, 323. His humanity 
reabsorbed at the Asdension, ib. 
Apocryphal gospel of the Egypt- 
ians, 326, The tenets of Sabelli]is 
condemned by Dionysius, 334 
Sadducees, their principles, i. 55. De- 
nied the immortality of the soul, 
the resurrection, and the existence 
of angels, 57. Their character 
given by Josephus, 58 
Sadduceeism, i. 87 
Sacraments, their meaning, i. 421. 
Doctrine' of the Alexandrians con- 
cerning, ii. 398 

Sapor, or Shapur I,, a Persian king, 
ii. 169,170 


Septuagint translation, i, t o 
Serennius Granianus the proconsul, 
i. 140 

Servianus the consul, i. 141 
Seth, representative of the Pneuma- 
tic!, ii. 110 
Sethians, ii. 114 
Seven, a mystic number, ii. 49 
Severus, Alexander, i, 173 
Severus Septimius, «npAw,t «S5. 

His rescript, 16 0 ™ 

Severus of Asmomnu, ii, 166 
Sibylline boqk$ consulted, i. 195, 
245 iiV 

Simon Magbl, i. 99 ; ii. 40, 123 
Simontaqs, tin eclectic sect, ii. 122 
Simplicius against Mani, ii. 173 
Singer assists Neander in the revi- 
sion of his ChureWHistory, i. vii 
Sins, venial and mortal, distinguished, 
i. 307 

Sixtus, bishop of Rome, L 193 
Slavery, i. 370-373 
Slaves, their testimony against their 
masters inadmissible, i. 155 
Smyrna, persecution at, i. 150 
Socrates against the Sophists, i. 7. 
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Testimony concerning the Divine, 
24 

Socrates, the church historian, ii. 495 
Sophists, their heartless dialectics, i. 7 
Sozomen on preaching, i. 420 
Spain, diffusion of Christianity in, i. 
117 

Speratus the martyr, i. 169 
Sponsors, or god-parents, i. 436 
Stationes, or times for fasting, i. 409 ; 
ii. 215 

Stephen, St., the martyr, i. 472 
Stephen, bishop of Borne, i. 298, 301, 
302, 441, 444 
Stoical philosophy, i. 21-24 
Strabo on superstition, i. 9. Anxious 
for a simpler mode of worship, 13 
- Subdeacons, i. 279 
Subintroductee, i. 385 
Sunday observed in remembrance of 
Christ’s resurrection, i. 408. Fast- 
ing forbidden on that day, 410 
Sursum corda, its early use, i. 456 
Symbols, Christian, i. 405 
Symbol um, i. 424 
Symmachus the Ebionite, ii. 477 
Symphorian of Autun, martyr, i. 159 
Synods, provincial, i. 287 
Syro-Peraian church, i. 112 

T. 

Tacitus on “ foreign superstition,” i. 
122. On the persecution under 
Nero, 130. His treatment of Christ- 
ianity, 135 

Tatian the apologist converted by 
Justin Martyr, ii. 426. Discourse 
to the Gentiles, 427. And the 
Encratites, 125-129 
Terebinth or Buddas, ii. 166 
Tertullian on the relation of pagans 
to Christianity, i. 99. Conversion 
by psychological phenomena, 103. 
Mutual love of Christians, 105. 
Their courage, 106. Diffusion of 
Christianity, ib. Intelligibleness of 
Christianity, 107. Its diffusion in 
Africa, 115. The participation of 
! Christians in heathen festivals, 124. 
Tiberius* proposal to the senate, 
128. Rescript of Trajan, 138. 
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Letter of Marcus Aurelius, 162. 
Extortion of money in the persecu- 
tions, 168. Favourable treatment 
of Christians by magistrates, ib. 
To Scapula, 169. On volsjntary 
religion, 243. The testimony of 
the soul, 246. Presbyters and 
bishops, 267. Summus sacerdos, 
271. Universal priestly right, 
273. Prelectors, 280. Synods, 
288. On the primacy of St. Peter, 
296, 298. Excommunication, 304. 
Penance, 305, 306. Delay of bap- 
tism, 351. Deficiencies of the 
church, 354. Mixed marriages, 
354, 391. Payment of tribute by 
Christians, 359. Fabrication of 
idols, 364. Gladiatorial showi^ 
365. Spectacles, 366. Pleasures 
of the Christians, 367. Christian 
freedom and equality, .373. Civil 
offices, 374. Necessity of pagan- 
ism to the emperors, 377. Mili- 
tary profession, 378. Life of 
Christians in the world, 379. 
Ascetics, 382. Hypocritical asceti- 
cism, 384. Christian marriage, 
389. Female dress, 391. Conse- 
cration of marriage, 393. Prayer, 
393, 397. Spiritual worship, 399. 
Symbols of the Christians, 405. 
Jewish and Christian festivals, 
407. Law of the Sabbath, 409. 
Controversy on the Sabbath, 410, 
411. infant baptism, 432. Bap- 
tism arid confirmation, 437. Bap- 
tism of heretics, 440. Ag ap®, 
451. Catechumens and believers 
among heretics, 454. Fourth peti- 
tion of the Lord’s Prayer, 460. 
Sacramental bread, ib. Ebion, 476. 
Ptolema>us, ii. 99. Marcion, 133- 
149. Marcion’s disciples, 151. 
Baptism by substitution, 157. Ter- 
tu Ilian as a Montanist, 199. Pro- 
phetic extacy, 202. Progressive 
development of the church, 209. 
Montanistic revelations, 210. 
Against the outward church, 211. 
Forgiveness of sin and sanctifica- 
tion, 218. Arrogance of conies- 
2 l 2 
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sors, 219. * Against the enemies of 
Montanism, tb. Divine attributes, 
269. Revelation, 272. Creation, 
278. Monarchians, 292. Praxeas, 
302. Trinity, 303. Anthropology, 
346-353. Humanity of Christ, 
375. Baptism, 390. Lord’s sup- 
per, 393. Intermediate standing, 
401. Life and writings of Tertul- 
lian, 442-445 
Tertullianists, ii. 445 
Theodoret on Tatian’s four gospels, ii. 

127. Hermogenes,280. Noetus, 303 
Theodotus the Monarchian, ii. 297 
Theoctistua, bishop of Csesarea, ii. 470 
Theognostus, ii. 484 
Theonas, bishop of Alexandria, i. 197 
Theophilus, bishop of Antioch, his 
works, ii. 268, 429 
Theophilus Indicus, a missionary, i. 114 
Theotecnus, bishop of Csesarea, i. 195 
Therapeutae, i. 67, 82-85 
Thomas the apostle visits Parthia, i. 
113 

Thoth, interpolated sayings of, i. 245 
Thundering legion, i. 160 
Tiberianus, prefect of Palestina prima, 
i. 138 

Tiberius, emperor, i. 128 
Titus of Bostra, ii. 189 
Traducianism, or the dqctrine of the 
propagation of souls, ii. 347 
Trajan, emperor, i. 134-138.* His 
rescript, 138 

Trinity a fundamental doctrine of 
Christianity, ii. 286. False analo- 
gies drawn from other religions, 
287. Development of the practical 
into the ontological Trinity, 288. 
Its reference to the person of Christ, 
tb. The Logos, 290, 305. Origen 
on the Trinity, 312 

U. 

Uchomo, Abgar of Edessa, i. 110 
Unity of the church, i. 250, 251 

V. 

Valentine the Gnostic, his birth, ii. 
71. On the ’primal essence, or 
Bythos, 72. Idea of the Horus, 


74. The heavenly wisdom, Acha- 
moth, 76. Three stages of exist- 
ence : pneumatic, psychical, and 
hylic natures, 77. Demiurge, 78. 
The Soter, 80. Union of the Soter 
with the psychical Messiah at his 
baptism, 88. Nature of his redemp- 
tion, 90. Psychical and pneumati- 
cal Christianity,- 93 
Valentinian school, distinguished 
members : Heracleon, ii. 95-99. 
Ptolemoeus, 99. Marcus, 104. 
Bardesanes, 105 

Valerian, the emperor, i. 176, 189. 

His persecuting edict, 192 
Varro, liis threefold theology, i. 10, 
119. On the true in religion, 12 
Vespronius Candidus, a magistrate, i. 
141 

Vettius Epagathus, martyr, i. 155 
Victor, bishop of Rome, his arrogant 
claims, i. 298. Disputes respect- 
ing Easter, 414. Excommunicates 
Theodotus, ii. 297 
Victoria the martyr, i. 211 
Vincentius, a Thibari, i. 429 
Virgins, i. 381, 384 

W. 

West, the utmost hounds of, its mean- 
ing, i. 117 

Whitsunday, or feast of Pentecost, ob- 
served, i. 416 

Worship, on Christian, i. 399. Places 
of assembly, i. 402. Images ex- 
cluded, 403. Seasons for public 
worship and festivals, 406. Its 
several parts, 418. Reading the 
Scriptures, 419. Sermon, 420. 
Singing, ib. Baptism, 421 

X. 

Xerophagise, ascetics, ii. 215 

Z. 

Zabeans. See Sabceana . 

Zealots, Jewish, i. 51 
Zenobia, queen of Palmyra, i. 196; 
4i, 330 

Zephyrinus, bishop of Rome, ii. 298 
Zoroaster, his doctrine, ii. 6. 
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INDEX TO THE CITATIONS, 

I. — CITATIONS FROM SCRIPTURE. 


Genesis i. 26, 27, vol. ii. p. 109 ; ii. 7, 
ib. ; xiv. 14, 17, p. 407 ; xvii, ib . ; 
xxxi. 13, p. 44; xlix. 11, p. 424 
Exodas x. 27, vol. ii. p. 344 ; xix. 5, 
6, p. 250 ; xxviii. p. 473 ; xxxiii. 
18, p. 267 ; xxxiv. 20, p. 261 
Leviticus xx. 9, xxxiv. 20, vol. ii. 
p. 102 

Numbers xi. 29, vol. i. p. 248 ; xxv. 
vol. ii. p. 120 

Deuteronomy iv. 19, vol. ii. p. 307 ; 
xviii. vol. i. p. 272 ; xxv. 5, p. 
370 ; xxvii. 26, vol. ii. p. 385 ; 
xxxii. 8, 9, p. 21 ; xxxii. 43, p. 60 

1 Samuel ii. 25, vol. i. p. 315 
Job xiv. 4, vol. ii, p. 65, 353 
Psalms xix. 4, vol. ii. p. 280 ; xx. 8. 

p. 394; xlii. 5, p. 475; xliv. 1, p. 
309 ; xlv. 5, p. 377 ; li. 7, p. 353 ; 
xc. 4, p. 46, 396 ; xcv. 2, p. 273 ; 
xcvii. 7, p. 61 ; cx. p. 289 ; c^i. p. 
63 ; cxlv. p. 273 
Proverbs xxii. 28, vol. ii. p. 480 
Isaiah vii. 9, vol. ii. p. 228; vii. 14, 
vol. i. p. 480 ; viii. 23, ix. 1, p. 
482 ; ix. 2, p. 483 ; xxxi. 7, 8, p. 
483 ; xliii. 19, vol. ii. 230 ; liii. 2, 
vol. i. p. 404 ; liii. 4, 5, vol. ii. p. 
369 

Jeremiah xvii. 5, vol. i. p. 320 ; 

xxxi. 33, p. 427 
Joel iii. vol. ii. p, 212 
Zechariah iii. vol. ii. p. 339 
Malachi iii. 15, vol. ii. p. 119 

2 Maccabees vi. vol. i. p. 209 
Matthew iii. 10, v. 16, vol. i. p. 3&2; 

v. 17, p. 496 ; v. 28, vol. ii. p. 


p. 22, 352 ; xix. 14, p. 312 ; x. 23, 
vol. ii. p. 459 ; xi. 13, p. 222; xi. 
27, vol. i. p. 492, vol. ii. p. 289 ; 

xii. 6, 42, p. 289 ; xii. 36, vol. 

i. p. 366 ; xiii. 16, vol. ii. p. 431 ;, 

xiii. 43, p, 358 ; xiii. 52, vol. i. p. 
497 ; xiv. 13, vol. ii. p. 459; xvi. 
16, p. 289 ; xvii. 1, p. 260 ; xviii. 
20, vol. i. p. 293 ; xix. p. 383 ; 
xix. 14, p. 532, vol. ii. p. 258 ; 
xxi. 16, p. 473; xxii. 19, 20, p. 
465; xxii. 21, vol. i. 359, 360; 
xxiii. 19, 20, vol.ii. p. 465; xxvi. 

52, vol. i. p. 378; xxviii. 19, vol. 

ii. p. 286 

Mark vi. 13, vol. i. p. 165; vii. 8, 
p. 378 ; x. 46, p. 503 
Luke i. 31 , vol. ii. p. 297 ; ii. 40, p. 
380 ; vii. 8, vol. i. p. 378 : ix. 
50, p. 434 ; xii. 8, vol. ii. p. 95, 
99 ; xii. 49, 50. p. 476 ; xiii. 2, p. 
64 ; xv. 8, p. 76 ; xxii. 24, vol. i. 

, p. 295. 

John iii. 5, vol. ii. p. 393; iii. 29, p. 
95 ; iv. 34, vol. ii. p. 98 ; iv. 48, 
p. 93 ; v. 14, vol. i. p. 352 ; vi. 

53, vol. ii. p. 393 ; vi. 54, vol. i. 
p. 449 ; vii. 49, p. 478 ; viii. 24, 
vol. ii. 248 ; viii. 43, 45, p. 250 ; 

Mx. 3, p. 303; xv. 1, vol. i. p. 
244 ; xvii. 3, vol. p. 286 ; xx. 19, 
26, vol. i. p. 408 

Acts i. 17, vol. i. p. 272; ii. 46, p. 
450; viii. 27-40, p. 115; x. 46, 
p. 259 ; xi. 22, p. 452 ; xii. 29, 
30, p. 250; xiii. 23, vol. ii. p. 85 ; 
xv. 1, vol. i. p. 221 ; xv. 8, p. 
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xxiii. 8, p. 57 ; xxiii. 9, p. 57 ; 
xxiv. 5, p. 482 ; xxvii. p. 400 ; 
xxviii. p. 401. 

Romans viii. 19, vol. ii. p. 361 ; vii. 
9, p. 54 ; viii. 3, p. 384 ; viii. 20, 
21, p. 63 ; ix. 5, p. 303 ; ix. 20, 
vol. i. p. 320 ; xii. 1, p. 249; xii. 
7, 8, p. 260 ; xvi. 5, p. 257, 402 ; 
xvi. p. 400, vol. ii. p. 410. 

1 Corinthians i. 21, vol. ii. p. 355; 

i. 25, p. 473 ; ii. 6,p. 230 ; ii. 9, p. 
230, 451 ; ii. 14, p. 16, 365 ; iii. 
17, vol. i. p. 352 ; v. 4, p, 263 ; v. 
7, p. 303, 411 ; vi. 15, p. 263 ; vi. 
19, vol. ii. p. 27; vii. p. 438; 
vii. 21, vol. i. p. 373 ; viii. 6. vol. 

ii. p. 289 ; viii. 9, p. 27 ; ix. 1- 
14, vol. i. p. 275; ix. 9, vol. ii. 
p. 263 ; ix. 22, vol. i. p. 342 ; ix. 
24, p. 352 ; x. 33, p. 342 ; xi. 4, 
5, vol. ii. p. 436; xi. 19, vol. i. 
p. 472 ; xi. 22, p. 400 ; xii. 2-4, 
p. 250 ; xii. 5, p. 252 ; xii. 26, p. 
342 ; xiii. 10, vol. ii. p. 169 ; xiv. 
23-25, vol. i. p. 453 ; xiv. 30, 
p. 443 ; xiv. 34, p. 252 ; xv. vol. 
ii. p. 46, 403 ; xv. 28, p. 325 ; xv. 
29, p. 156; xvi. 2, vol. i. p. 408 ; 
xvi. 8, p. 411; xvi. 19, p. 257; 
xvi. 19, 20, p. 402 

2 Corinthians v. vol. ii. p. 250 ; viii. 
19, vol i. p. 262 ; xv. 2, p. 352 

Galatians i. 1, vol. i. p. 256; ii. p. 
237 ; v. 19, vol. ii. p. 185 ; vi. 6, 
p. 156 


Ephesians iii. 10, vol. ii. p. 23 ; iv. 
5, 6, vol. i. p. 440 ; iv. 6, vol. ii. 
p. 286 ; iv. 9, p.*146 ; v. 4, vol. 
i. p. 363 ; v. 5, p. 341 ; v. 16, p. 
363; v. 27, p. 344;. vi. 11, p. 
185 ; vi. 18, p. 368 
Philippians i. 1, vol. i. p. 256; i. 
16, p. 447 ; ii. 15, p. 352 ; iii. 14, 
p. 368 ; iv. 3, vol. ii. p. 408 
Colossians ii. 21, 22, vol. ii. p. 466 ; 

iv. 15, vol. i. p. 257, 402 
1 Thessalonians v. 12, vol. i. p. 250 

1 Timothy i. 3, vol. i. p. 256 ; ii. 1, 
p. 377 ; iii. 1, p. 256 ; iii. 2, p. 
250, 275 ; iii. 8, p. 256 ; iv. 4, p. 
250 ; v. 17, p. 261, 452 ; v. 22, 
p. 256; vi. 12, p.424 

2 Timothy ii. vol. i. p. 250 ; ii. 2, p. 
256 ; ii. 4, p. 277 ; iii. 7, vol. ii. 
p. 195 ; iv. 7, 8, vol. i. p. 368 

Titus i. 5, vol. i. p. 250, 256 ; i. 7, 
p. 256 

Philemon v. 2, vol. i. p. 257 
Hebrews ii. vol. ii. p. 23; ii. 13, p. 
274 ; iv. 12, p. 475 ; xi. 3, p. 10, 
276 ; xii. 14, p. 487 ; xiii. 7, 17, 
vol. i. p. 250 

1 Peter ii. 9, vol. i. p. 249, 250 ; iii. 

21, p. 424, 427 ; v. 13, p. 110 
1 John ii. 1, 2, vol. i. p. 348 ; i. 7, 
vol. ii. p. 218 ; ii. 19, voi. i. p. 
472 ; v. vol. ii. p. 286 
James v. 14, vol. i. p. 165 
Revelation i. 5, vol. i. p. 157 ; i. 6, 
p. 274 ; i. 10, p. 408 
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Acta Concilii Carthagin., vol. i. p. 
208, 423, 429 

Acta Concilii Niceeni, ii., actio v. edid. 

Mansi, t. 13, f. 167, vol. ii. p. 187 
Acta Martyruxn (edid. Ruinart) Scil- 
litanorum, Perpetuae et Felicitatis, 
vol. i. p. 169. Perpetuae et Felicit. 
praefatio, vol. ii. p. 209, 212 
Acta Feliciss. vol. i. p. 209 
Acta Justini, vol. i. p. 374 


Acta Procopii, vol. i. p. 420 
Acta Martyrum Coptiaca, edid. Georgi 
Romas, 1797, praefatio pag. 109, 
vol. i. p. 206 

Acta Satumini, Dativi, et aliorum in 
Africa (Baluz. Miscellanea, t. 2), 
vol. i. p. 211 v 

Acta Martyrii Justini (Symeon Meta- 
phrastes), vol. ii. p. 426 
Acta cum Felice Manichaeo, lib. l,c. 
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9 (Augustin, opera, edid, Benedict, 
t. 8), vol. ii. p. 189 
Acta Thom*, edid. Thilo ; codex 
Apocr. f. 10, vol. ii. p. 186 ; f. 17, 

р. 175 

Alexander Alexandrinus, apud Theo- 
doret. Histor. Ecclesiast lib. 1. c. 
4, vol/ii* p. 498 

Alexander Lyeopolitanus, c. Manichce- 
08 (Combefisii Grsecor. Patrum auc- 
tarium novissimum, Pa* is, 1672, t. 

2, f. 4), vol. ii. p. 162 ; c. 4, p. 179, 
187; c.5,p. 179,187 ; c. 24, p.186. 

Apollinaris Hierapolitanus. Chroui- 
con Paschale Alexandr., vol. i. p. 
412 

Apollonius (ap. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. 

v. 18), vol. ii. p. 206 
Arius ad Alexandrinos (ap Epiphani- 
um Haeres. 69, s. 7), vol. ii. p. 489 
Arnobius,Disputatio, c. Gentes, lib. 1, 

с. 13, vol. ii. p, 451 ; 1, 39, p. 
450; 2, 71, p. 451 ; 3, 7, vol. 
i. p. 208; 4, 36, vol. ii. p. 451. 
Arnobii Conflictus cum Serapione 
(Bibliothec. patr, Lugdunensis, t. 
8), p. 324 

Athanasius, c. Apollinarem, lib. 2, s. 

3, vol. ii. p. 329. Historia Arian- 
orum ad Monachos, s. 64, vol. i. p. 
214 ; s. 71, vol. ii. p. 330. Oratio 
IV. c. Arianos, s. 8, p. 323 ; s. 11, 
p. 321 ; s. 12, p. 323 ; s. 13, p. 
318; s. 21, 22, p. 322; s. 23, p. 
325 ; s. 25, p. 319, 321, 323, 324 ; 
a. 26, p. 321. De Sententia Diony- 
sii, 8. 14, p. 334. De Synodis, c. 

4, p. 329 ; c. 43, p. 334. De De- 
crees Synodi Nicen®, t. 1, P. 2, 

g. 68, ,p. 489 ; s. 26, p. 335 
Athenagoras, Legatio pro Cbristianis, 
f. 37, ed. Coloniensis., vol. i. p. 
455 ; vol. ii. p. 218 
Augustinus, c. Faustum Manich®um, 
lib. 11, vol. ii. p. 190; lib. 11, c. 
3, p. 173 ; lib. 18, p. 190 ; lib. 
18, c*. 5, p. 194; lib. 20, p. 178; 
lib. 32, p. 187. c. Fortunatam, lib. 
1 (appendix), p. 193. c. Julian, 
opus iroperf., lib. 3, c. 172, p. 178, 


184 ; c. 174, p. 18i; c. 177, p. 
185, 186; e. 186, p. 182, 185; 
c. 137, p. 185. c. Epist. Funda- 
ment^ c. 5, p. 169 ; c. 8, p. 194; 
c. 13, p 172. De Genesi, c. >M&~ 
nichaos, lib, 2, c. 39, p. 184. De 
Moribus Manicb. c. 10 seqq. p. 
191. De Morib. Eccles. Cathol. c, 
35, p. 193. De Natura Bojni, c. 
46, p.180. Brevieulum Collationis 
cum Donatistis, d. 3, c. 18, vol. i. 

р. 208, 210. De H®resibuB, b. 
32, vol. ii. p. 192; h. 86, p.445. 
Sermo, 202, s. 2, vol. i. 417. 
Sermo, 212, p. 425, 427. D'e 
Civitate Dei, lib. 5, c. 31, p. 12 ; 
lib. 6, c. 5 seqq. p. 10; lib. 19, 

с. 33, p. 239. De Doctrina Christ, 
lib. 2, c. 11, p. 419 

Barnabas Epistola, c. 9, 15, vol. ii.,p. 

396 ; c. 12, p. 397 
Basilideu Tractatus ($nynnx£) in 
Disputatione Archelai cum M&ni, c. 
55, vol. ii. p. 50. Apud Clemen* 
tem Alexandr. Stromata, lib. 6, f. 
508, p. 55 ; f. 509, p. 53 
BasiliusC®sar, Epistol. 188 (ep canon. 
1 ), vol. i. p. 444 

Canon, de Canone novi Testamenti 
fragm. (Antiquit. Italic. ®vi Jud. 
ed. Muratori, t. 3), vol. ii. p. 410 
Celsus, xiyt t xXti&ns, (ap. Originem, 
c. Celsum,) lib. 1, c. 1, vol. i. p. 
121; c. 9, p.227; c. 17, p.237; 
c. 28, p. 224 ; c. 67, p. 235 ; lib. 
2, c. 15, p. 234 ; c. 27, p. 230 ; 
c. 34, p. 234 ; c. 41, 42, p. 235 ; 
c. 55, 63, 67, p. 235 ; lib. 3, c. 10 
seqq. p. 228 ; c. 44, 228 ; c. 59, 

р. 230 ; c. 65, p. 231 ; lib. 4, c. 
48, p. 237 ; c. 62 seqq. p. 231 ; 

с. 69, p. 232; c. 73, p. 235; c. 
75, p. 333, 235; c. 76, p. 233 ; c. 
81, p. 283; c. 99, p. 288; lib. 5, 
c. 63, p. 228; c. 61, p. 246; Jib. 
6 , c. 15, p. 231, 232 ; c. 41, p. 224 ; 
lib. 7, c. 35, p. 235 ; c. 36, p. 
229; c. 42, p.229.; lib. 8, c. 17, 
p. 400; c. 21, p. 367; c. 68, p. 
126. markpiy**, p.223 
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Orient, t. 1, f. 391), vol. i. p. 403 
Claudius Apollinaris, ap. Euseb. lib. 
5, vol. i. p. 162 

Clemens Alexandria ed. Paris, 1641, 
fgorftimxdf, £ 45, vol. ii. p. 267 ; 
f. 69, p. 854. vntthayvyci) lib. 1, c. 
1, p. 455; lib. 1, c.6, p.229; lib. 
1, f. 103, vol. i. p. 438 ; f. 118, 
vol. ii. p. 275 ; lib. 2, c. 8, f. 176, 
p. 454; lib. 2, c. 12, vol. i. p. 
890; f. 142, p. 452; £ 194, d. p. 
396; lib. 3, c. 1, p. 387, 404; 
£ 946, p. 405; £ 247, p. 405, 
; £ 250, p. 389 ; f. 255, p. 
385 ; f. 256, p. 439 ; f. 257, p. 
401. Stromata, lib. 1, £ 272, p. 
349 ; f. 273, a, vol. ii. p, 229 ; £ 
274, p. 454 ; f. 278, p. 234, 235 ; 
f. 291, p. 233; f. 292, p. 233 ; f. 
298, p. 240; f. 304, p. 119; f. 
309, p. 238; f. 311, p. 214; f. 
313, p. 355; f. 318, p. 234; f. 
319, vol. i. p. 426, vol. ii. p. 
238; f. 320, p. 116; £ 340, vol. 

i. p. 418; f. 360, vol. ii. p. 234; 
lib. 2, f. 362, a, p. 229 ; f. 363, p. 
67, 68; f. 364, p. 267 ; f. 365, 6, 
p. 230 ; f. 371, p. 68, 229 ; f. 372, 
p. 229 ; f. 373, p. 229 ; f. 375, p. 
83 ; f. 379, p. 391 ; f. 381, p. 232 ; 
f. 384, p. 229; f. 407, p. 75 ; f. 
408, p. 51 ; f. 409, p. 92 ; f. 411, 
p. 27, 121 ; f. 414, vol. i.,p. 165; 
lib. 3, f. 257, p. 363 ; f. 427, vol. 

ii. p. 69, 70; f. 428, p. 118; f. 
431, p. 140; £ 436, p. 121; f. 
438, p. 119; £ 440, p. 119; f. 
444, p. 230; f. 446, vol. i. p. 
386, vol. ii. p, 128; f. 448, vol. 

i. p. 262; £ 449, p.387; £ 451, 
vol. ii. p. 89; £ 453, p. 353; f. 
457, vol. i. p. 363 ; £ 460, d. vol. 

ii. p. 127, 128, 371 ; f. 465, p. 
126, 129 ; £ 466, p. 354 ; £ 469, p. 
353 ; £ 470, p. 354, 371 ; lib. 4, 
£ 490, p. 231 ; £ 503, p. 95 ; £ 
506, p. 57, 65; £ 507, p. 52; £ 
509, a, p. 53, 81; £ 509, b, p. 
81; f. 511, p. 214, 340; £ 518, 


519, p. 242; £ 528, b, p. 229 ;£ 
533, vol. i. p. 388; £ 536, vol. 
ii. p. 66; £ 539, p. 49; lib. 5, £ 
546, p. 142; £ 549, p. 402; f. 

554, p. 236 ; f. 565, p. 306 ; f. 

582, vol. i. p. 425; £ 583, d, vol. 
ii. p. 58 ; £ 587, p. 232 ; £ 588, 
p. 267 ; £ 591, p. 340 ; lib. 6, f. 
508, p. 55 ; £ 621, p. 51 ; £ 636 
seqq. p. 376 ; £ 638, 639, p. 404; 
f. 641, p. 60, 86; f. 644, p. 238, 
239 ; f. 647, p. 214, 236 ; £ 649, 

р. 370 ; £ 652, p. 243 ; £ 655, p. 

235; £ 659, b, p. 226, 235; £ 

660, c, p. 226; £ 662, p. 353; 

£ ’667, p. 357 ; £ 672, vol. i. p. 
244, vol. ii. p. 240; £ 675, p. 
241 ; f. 677, p. 260 ; £ 680, vol. 

i. p. 503 ; f. 688, vol. ii. p. 240 ; 
f. 690, p. 372 ; £ 691, p. 243 ; 
£ 693, p. 237; lib. 7, f. 700, p. 
306 ; £ 702, p. 243 ; f. 708, p. 
306 ; f. 715, b, vol. i. p. 401; £ 
722, p. 395, vol. ii. p. 119; £ 
728, vol. i. p. 396 ; £ 730, vol. 

ii. p. 258 ; f. 732, b, vol. i. p. 
426 ; £ 732, vol. ii. p. 231 ; £ 
741, vol. i. p. 389; £ 753, p. 
228 ; f. 754, p. 426 ; f. 755, p. 
290, 426 ; f. 756, vol. ii. p. 232 ; f. 
757, p. 232 ; £ 759, vol. i. p. 452 ; 
£ 762, vol. ii. p. 232 ; f. 763, p. 
232 ; £ 764, p, 71. rig *rXov<nos 
or*%o/u,iWy c. 11, vol. i. p. 387 ; c. 
21, vol. ii. p. 354; c. 42, vol. i. p. 
272. 'TtrertHTA/rt/f, apud Euseb. 
Prsep. Evang. lib., 2, c. 2, vqI. ii. p, 
454 ; Epistoli Euseb. b. iii. p. 454 

Clemens Romanus, Epistola L ad 
Cor, c. . 5, vol. i. p. 117; c. 32, 
. 3cJ, vol. ii. p. 388; c. 40, p. 408; 

с. 42, vol. i. p. 109, 256, 263; 
c. 42, p. 263. Clementinse Homilse, 
h. 2, c. 6, p. 489 ; c. 9, p. 489 ; 
c. 17, p. 499; c. 38, p. 495 ; 

3, c. 19, p. 497; c. 20, p. 489, 
490 ; c. 22, 23, p. 492, 493 ; c. 
26, p.491; c. 42, p. 489; tr. 51, 
p.496; h. 8, c. 5, p. 490; c. 7, 
p, 497 j c. 10, p. 354 ; c. 11, 12, 



INDEX TO TOLS. I. AND II. 


521 


р. 492 ; c,. 22, 23, p. 492 ; h. 16, 

с. 10, p. 495; c. 12, vol, ii, p. 
327 ; h. 17, c. 18. vol. i. p. 496 ; 
c. 19, p. 487; h. 18, c. 1.3, p. 
492. Clementina Recognitiones, 
p. 44 ; lib. 8, c. 53, p, 495 

Commodianus, In struct! ones, vol. i. 
p. 94 ; i. 26, vol. ii. p. 448 ; i. 47, 
vol. i. p. 318; i. 48, p. 388; i. 
57, vol. ii. p. 448 ; i. 59, voL i. 
p. 390 ; i. 61, vol. r . p. 448 ; i. 
62, vol. i. p. 388 ; i. 66, p. 276, 
330 ; i. 76, p. 420, 456 ; i. 79, p. 
399 ; i. 80, vol. ii. p. 449 
Commonitorium, quomodo sit .agen- 
dum cum Maniuhfieis (August, ed. 
Bened. t. 8. append.), vol. ii. p. 
193 

Concilium Illrtyeritanum, c. 13, vol. 
i. p. 384 ; c. 18, p. 276 ; c. 25, 
p. 319 ; c. 26, p. 410 ; c. 33, p. 
284; c. 36, p. 405, 410; c. 43, 
p. 416; c. 62, p. 363, c. 77, p. 
324 

Concilium Neocaesariense, c. 12, vol. 
i. p. 331 

Constitutiones Apostolic®, lib. 2, c. 
28, vol. i. p. 452; lib. 8. c. 17, 
V,ol. ii. p. 470; c. 26, vol. i. p. 
280 ; c. 31, p. 363; c. 32, p. 274 
Cornelius, ep. 11. Epistola ad Fabium. 
episc. Antiochenum, ap. Euseb. 
Hist. Eccles. 643, vol. i. p. 280 ; 
332, vol. ii. p. 452 
Cyprianus, ed. Baluz, ep. 1, ad Do- 
natuxn, vol. i. p. 309, 346, 365 ; 
ep. 2, p. 185, 322 ; ep. 3, p. 286, 
314; ep. 4, p. 186 ; ep. 5, p. 267, 
278, 312; ep. 6, p. 319; ep. 7, p. 
187 ; ep. 9, p. 316 ; ep. 11, p. 316 ; 
ep. 12, p. 321 ; ep. 13, p. 3, 279, 
321 ; ep. 14, p. 185, 186, 314, 
318, 321 ; ep. 18, p. 184 ; ep. 21, 
p. 184; ep. 22, p. 319, 320 ; ep. 
26, p. 306 ; ep. 81, p. 182, 334 ; 
ep. 33, p. 278 ; ep. 38, p. 325 ; ep. 
40, p. 182, 288, 310; ep. 42, p. 
336; ep. 49, p. 312, 313, 324; 
ep. 52, ad Antonianum, p. 306, 326, 
327, 332, 334, 339, 340, 341, j 


vol. ii. p. 402 ; ep. # 54, voL i. p. 
327 ; ep. 55, ad Cornelium, p. 188, 
313, 327 ;ep. 56, p. 158; ep. 59, 
P. 434; ep. 60, p. 355 ; ep. 61, ad 
Euchratem, p. 370 ; ep. 62, adTom- 
ponium, p. 385 ; ep. 63, p. 459 ; ep. 
66, ad Fernenesium, p. 276, 277 \ 
ep. 68, p. 278, 302, vol. ii. p. 331 ; 
ep. 69, ad Pupianum, vol. i. «. 328, 
345 ; ep. 70, p. 436, 446, 447 ; ep. 
71, ad Quintum,p. 441,442, 443 ; 
ep. 72, ad Stephanum, p. 438,442 ; 
ep. 72, ad Jubajanum, p. 438 ; ep. 
73, p. 443, 447 ; ep. 74, ad Pom- 
peiium, p. 299, 300, 445 ; ep. 75, p. 
175, 280, 288, 301, 306, 441, 443, 
446, 456 ; ep. 76, ad Magnum, p. 
425, 427, 429, 447 ; ep. 77, p. 191 ; 
ep. 82, ad Success urn, p. 1 92 ; ep. 
83, p. 193 ; ep. ad Demetrianum, 
p. 358. De Lapsis, p. 185, 320, 
461 (edid. Baluz. f. 189), vol. ii. 
p. 383. De Habit u Virginum, 
vol. i. p.* 383, 384, 391. De 
Spectaeulis, p. 368 ; c. 24, p. 365. 
De Mortalitate, p. 358, 463. De 
Opere et Eleemosynis, p. 457, vol. 
ii. p. 392. De Unitate Ecclesise, 
vol. i. p. 292. De Oratione Do- 
minica, p. 456. Apologia, p. 188. 
De Testimoniis, initio, vol. ii. p. 
446 ; c. 25, vol. i. p, 352, voj. ii. 
p. 393 ; c. 26, vol. i. p. 352 ; c. 
28, p. 316 ; c. 54, vol. ii. p. 353. 
Finis, p. 446. De Rebaptismate, 
vol. i. p. 446, 447 
Diognetus, Epistola ad, vol. i. p. 96 ; 

s. 11, vol. ii. p. 388 
Dionysius Alexandrinus, apud Euseb. 
Hist. Eccles. v. 5 (Epist. ad Ste- 
phanum), vol. i. p. 441 ; vi. 41 
(ep. ad Fabium Antiochenum), p. 
180 ; vi. 46 (ad Novatianum), p. 
336; vii. 1 (ad Sixtum Secun- 
dum), p. 444 ; vii. 5, p. 441 ; vii. 
6, vol. ii. p. 324 ; vii. 7 (ad Phi- 
lemonem), p. 484 ; vii. 8, vol. i. p. 
339; vii. 9, p. 445; vii. 11, p, 
192 ; vii. 22, p. 358 ; vii. 24 
truiyyikiw)) VOl. ii. p. 400# Pr«- 
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f p. 484. Apud Athana- 
sium, de Sententia Dionvsii (tkty 
X»s tut.) &*aX.»y4u t ad Dionysium 
Bom), p. 337 ; s. 14 (ep. ad Am- 
monium et Euphranor.), p. 334. 
Apud Routh, Reliquiae Sacr®, vol. 
ii. (ad Ba8ilidem), p. 484 
Dionysius Rom. apud Athanasium, de 
Decretis Synodi Nicenas, s. 25 
(ctwMrg«irif), vol. ii, p. 340 
Disputatio Archelai cum Marti. Opera 
Hippolyti ed. Fabricius, f. 193, 
vol. ii. p. 194 

Ebedjesu, Catalogus Scriptorum. 
Assemani Biblioth. Orient., vol. ii. 
p. 440 

Ephraem Syrus. opera Syriace et La- 
tine, t. 2, Serrao 1, f. 438 seqq., 
Vol. ii. p. 134; Sermo 14, f. 468, 
d. p. 140; Sermo 102, s. 6,f. 551, 
552, p. 147 ; f. 553, 555, p. 106. 
Ap Wegener de Manichaeorum 
Indulgentiis, Lips. 1827, pag. 69 
seqq. p. 192 

Epiphanius, Haeres. h. 26, s. 3, 9, vol. 
ii. p. 112; H. 30, vol. i. p.479, 
485 ; s. 15, p. 494; s. 16, p. 459 ; 
s. 18, p. 494; s. 25, p. 479; H. 
33, s. 3, vol ii. p. 99 ; H. 38, vol. 
i. p. 456; H.44, s. 2, vol. ii. p. 
152; H. 48, p. 207; H. 51, p. 
223; H. 54, p. 297 ; H. 64, p. 
461; H. 62, p. 319, 322, 326; 

H. 67, p. 328, 485. Expositio 
Fidei Catholic®, c. 21, vol. i. p. 
419 

Epistol®, Ecdesi® Roman® ad Ec« 
desiam Carthageniensem (Cypr. 
ep. 2), vol. i. p. 185, 322 ; Con- 
fessorum ad Cypr. (Cypr. ep. 26), 
p. 306 ; Ecclesi® Smyrnens. (Eu- 
seb. lib. iv. c. 15), p. 150, 464 ; 
Ecclesiarum Ludg. et Vienn. (Eu- 
seb. lib. v. c. 1 seqq.) p. 154, 382 ; 
Petri ad Jacobum (prefatio Cle- 
mentinarum), p. 499 ; Synodi ad 
Paulum Samosatinum (Mansi Cone, 

I, f.1034), voLii. p. 329 

'Hr ate v dvxfi artaee, ed. Lawrence, 


Oxon. 1819, vol. ii. p. 489; f. 88, 
59, v. 32, 36, p. 489 
Euodius Uzal. de Fide contra Mani- 
ch»os, c. 4, vol. ii. p. 188 ; o. 10, 

р. 178; c. 11, p. 173; c. 28, p. 
187 

Eusebius, Hist. Ecdes., lib. i. c. 7, 
vol. ii. p. 479 ; c. 10, tfol. i. p. 
113 ; c. 10, s. ii. p. 117; lib. 2, 

с. 2, vol. ii. p, 444 ; c. 13, p. 417 ; 
c. 23, p. 431 ; lib. 3, c. 1, vol, i. 

р. Ill ; c. 5, p. 475 ; c. 28, vol. 
ii. p. 47 ; lib. 4, c. 3, p. 412 ; c. 6, 
vol. c. p. 476 ; c. 13, vol. ii. p. 
141 ; c. 15, vol. i, p. 150, 464; 
vol. ii. p. 148 ; c. 16, 17, p. 417 ; 

с. 23, vol. i. p. 284, 286 ; c. 26, p. 
140, 144, 414; vol. ii. p. 433; c. 
29, p. 128 ; c. 30, p. 492 ; c. 37, 

р. 412 ; lib. 5, c. 1, vol. i. p. 154; 

с. 3, p. 382, vol. ii. p. 221 ; c. 5, 
vol. i. p. 162, 444; c. 12, vol. ii. 
p. 496; c. 13, p. 151 ; c. 16, p. 
206, 208; c. 17, p. 412; c. 18, 

р. 206 ; c. 20, p. 434 ; c. 21, vol. 
i. p. 163 ; c. 24, p. 271, 299,412, 
415, 460 ; c. 26, vol. ii. p. 439 ; 

с. 27, p. 496; c. 28, p. 291, 298, 
300 ; lib. 6, c. 1, vol. i. p. ML 5, 
vol. ii. p. 454; c. 6, p. 225, 458; 
c. 7, vol. i. p. 167 ; c. 9, p. 140 ; 
c. 10, p. 176; vol. ii. p. 224; c. 

11, p. 454 ; c. 13, p. 454 ; c. 14, p. 
456, 458; c. 15,p.467;c. 17, p. 
478; c. 19, vol. i. p. 112, 238, 
274, vol. ii. p. 470 ; c. 20; p. 315 ; 
c. 27, p. 476; fc. 28, vol. i. p. 
174 s 81, vol. ii. p. 479 ; c. 32, 

i p. 480; c. 33, p. 315; c. 36, p. 
472 ; c. 37, p. 481 ; c. 39, p. 482 ; 
c. 41, vol. i. p. 180, 183 ; c. 43, p. 
280, 332, 438, vol. ii, p. 452 ; c. 
46, vol. i. p. 33.6, 338 ; lib. 7, c. 2, 
vol. ii. p. 482 ; c. 6, p. 324 ; c. 7, 
vol. i, p. 444, vol. ii. p. 484; c. 8, 
vol. i. p. 339 ; c: 9, p. 427, 444 ; 
c. 10, p. 189 ; c. 11, p. 1 ? 92 ; c. 

12, vol. ii. p. 148 ; c. 13, 15, vol. 
i. p. 194; c. 18, p. 404 ; c, 19, p. 
420; c. 22, vol. i. p. 358; c. 24, 



INDEX TO VOLS. I. AND II. 


523 


vol. ii, p. 400; c. 30, p. 328, 330, 
409;' c. 32, p. 497; lib. 8, e. 2, 
vol. i. p. 205 ; c. 4, p. 203. Prse- 
paratio Evangelica, lib. 2,c. 2, vol. 
ii. p. 454 ; lib. 3, c. 7, vol. i. p. 
38; lib. 4, c. 2, p. 20L; c. 7, p. 
43 ; c. 13, p. 36 ; c. 21, 22, p. 39 ; 
lib. 5,'c. l,p. 202 ; lib. 6, c. 10, p. 
60; fin. vol. ii. p. 106; lib. 7. c. 
8, vol. i. p. 60. Demonstrate Evan- 
gelica, lib. 3, pag. 134, p. 239. Vita 
Constantina, lib. ii. c. 32 seqq., 

р. 205 ; c. 50, p. 201. De Mar- 
tyribus Palsest. c. 1, 3, 9, p. 213 ; 

с. 4, vol. ii. p. 497 ; c. 10, p. .148 ; 
c. 11, f. 388, p. 497. Ad versus 
Hieroclem. vol. i. p. 241 

'Euetyyiktov xeuv Aiyvvrrlovty apud 

Epiph. h. 62, vol. ii. p. 326 
Evangelium ad Hebrseos, apud Epiph, 
h. 30, s. 13, vol. i. p. 481. Apud 
Hieron. in Micham. lib. 2, c. 7 
(t. 6, f. 520). Apud Orig. in Joann, 
t. 2, s. 6, p. 484 

Faustus Manichseus, apud August, c. 
Faustum, lib. 11, 18, vol. ii. p. 
190 ; lib. 20, p. 178 ; lib. 32, p. 
187, 192 

Felix Manichaeus, apud August, c. 
Felicem. lib. 1, c. 19, vol. ii. p. 
193 

Firmilianus, Episc. Caesar. Epistola 
ad Cypr. (Cypr. ep. 75), vol. i. p. 
175, 280, 288, 301, 306, 441, 443, 
446, 456 

Gennadius, c. 15, vol. ii. p. 447 
Gobarus, apud Photium, cod. 235, 
vol. ii. p. 431 

Gregorius Naz. Orat. 25, vol. i. p. 
113 

Gregorius Nyss. Vita Gregorii Thau- 
xnaturgi, c. 27, vol. ii. p. 494 
Hegesippus, apud Euseb. lib. 2, c. 23, 
vol. ii. p. 430 ; lib. 3, c. 19, 20, 
vol. i. p. 133 ; lib. 4, c. 22, vol. 

11. p. 432 

Heracleon in Evang. Joann, apud 
Orig. in Joann, t. 2, s. 15, vol. ii. 
p. 80 ; t. 6, s. 23, p. 89 ; t. 9, s. 

12, p. 104 ; t. 10, s. 14, p. 91 ; 


s. 19, p. 91 ; 1. 13, %. 11, vol. i. 
p. 426, vol. ii. p. 92 ; s. 18, p. 78 : 

s. 25, 30, p, 78 ; s. 48, p. 80 ; s. 
51, p. 78; s. 59, p. 78; t. $0, s. 
20, p. 78. In Evangel. Luc®, 
apud Clement. Strom., lib. 4, f. 
503, p. 95 

Heraclianus, episc, Chalcedon., ap. 

Phot. cod. 95, vol. ii. p. 166 
Hennas, Pastor, Fabr. cod. Apocr. 
cod., c. 1, 2 (p. 1009), vol. ii. p. 
391 ; lib. 3, vol. i. p. 385, 409 
Hieronymus (ed. Martianay), Epist. 
5 ad Ctesiphont. vol. ii. p. 472 ; 
Ep. 27, ad Mareellum, p. 216 ; Ep. 
29, ad Paulum, p. 473 ; Ep. 41, 
ad Pamach. et Ozean. p. 337, 4G9 ; 
Ep. 71, ad Lucin., vol. i. p. 461 ; 
Ep. 72, ad Vitalem, p. 411; Ep. 
83, ad Magnum, vol. ii. p. 412 ; 
Ep. 146, ad Evangel., vol. i. p. 
264; Ep. 148, p. 113. De Viri- 
bus Illustribus, c. 1, p. 315 ; c. 3, 
p. 482; c. 20, vol. ii. p. 412; c. 
25, vol. i. p. 874 ; c. 36, vol. ii. p. 
225; c. 42, vol, i. p. 163; c. 47, 
vol. ii. p. 496 ; c. 53, p. 446 ; c. 
67, vol. i. p. 309 ; c. 72, vol. ii. p. 
165 ; c. 77, p. 498 ; c. 79, p. 449. 
Ad versus Rufinum, vol. ii. f. 1, 
p. 310; vol. iv. lib. 1, f. 358, p. 
497 ; lib. 1, f. 359, p. 496, 497 ; 
lib. 2, f. 411, p. 472; f. 413. p. 
589 ; l. 414, p. 471 ; f. 425, p. 498. 
Commentar. m Isaiam, lib. 1, c. 1, 

t. 3, f. 71 (pd. Vallarsi, Venet. 
17G7, t. 4, p. 21), vol. i. p. 483; 
lib. 2, c. 5, ad Isai. 5, 18, f. 83 
(ed. Yallarsi, p. 130), p. 483; lib. 
9, c. 29, v. 18, f. 250 (ed. Vallarsi, 
p. 398), p. 482. Ad Isai, 31 : 7, 
8, f. 261 (ed. Vallarsi, p. 425), p. 
483. Commentar. in Micham, lib, 
2, c. 7, t. 6, f. 520, p. 484 

Hilarius in Epist. ad Ephes. c. 4, v. 
12, vol. i. p. 252. In Epist. ad 
Tiraoth. vol. L c. 3, p. 264; vol. 
ii. c. 3, 7, vol ii. p. 195. De Sy- 
nodis, s. 86, p, 334 
Hippolytus contra Noetum, s. 1, vol. 
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ii. p. 303. c Apud Phot. cod. 121, 
202, p. 442 

Ignatius, Epistola ad Ephes. c. 11, 
vol. i. p. 272; c. 20, vol. ii. p. 
392. Ep. 2, ad Polycarp,, s. 5, 
vol. i. p. 393. Ad Magnes. c. 9, 
p. 393, 410. Ad Smyrn. s. 2, vol. 
ii. p. 369 

Irenasus (ed. Massuet.), H seres., lib. 

I, c. 1, s. 3, vol. ii. p. 72 ; c. 3, s. 

3, p. 75 ; c. 5, s. 2, p. 82 ; c. 6, 
vol. i. p. 364; c. 7, s. 3, 4, vol. ii. 

р. 84 ; c. 8, s. 4, p. 80 ; c. 10, vol. 

i, p. 116 ; c. 11, s. 2, vol. ii. p. 
101 ; c. 12, s. 3, p. 83 ; c. 21, s. 

4, p. 154; c. 24, p.49,114, 146; 

с. 25, p. 117 ; c. 26, vol. i. p. 481 ; 
Si, 2, p. 481, vol. ii. p. 43, 120 ; 
c. 27, s. 2, p. 146; c. 31, p. 115; 
lib. 2, c. 4, p. 14; c. 10, s. 1, p. 
343; c. 16, p. 49; c. 22, s. 4, 
vol. i. p. 431 ; c. 28, s. 3, vol. ii. 

р. 343, 344 ; c. 32, s. 4, vol. i. p. 
102 ; lib. 3, c. 2, vol. ii. p. 33 ; 

с. 3, vol. i. p. 272, 284 ; s. 4, vol. 

ii. p. 139 ; c. 4, vol. i. p. 117 ; c. 

5, vol. ii. p. 32 ; c. 7, p. 437 ; c. 

II, p. 120 ; s. 9, p. 223 ; c. 12, 
vol. i. p. 259; c. 13, s. 4, vol. ii. 

р. 270 ; c. 14, vol. i. p. 267 ; c. 
15, vol. ii. p. 33, 37 ; c. 17, p. 
390 ; c. 18, 20 (alias 22), p. 384 ; 

* c. 22, p. 374; c. 24, s. 1, vol. i. p. 
290 ; c. 31, vol. ii, p. 384 ; lib. 4, 

с. 13, 14, p. 389 ; c. 18, vol. i. p. 
458 ; s. 4, p. 458 ; c. 26, p. 267 ; 
c. 30, p. 164, 379 ; c. 33, s. 6, vol. 
ii, p. 435; s. 7, vol. i. p. 290; s. 
9, p. 165; lib. 5, c. 1, s. 1, vol. ii. 
p. 374, 383 ; c. 32, p. 398 ; c. 35, 
p. 397. Epistola ad Victomn, ap. 
Euseb. v. 24, vol. i. p. 299, 460. 
Epistola ad Florinum, ap. Euseb. 
v. 20, vol. ii. p. 434 

Isidorus, Comment, in Prophet. Par- 
chor. ap. Clem. Strom, lib. 6, f. 
641, vol. ii. p. 57 

Julius Africanus, Epistola ad Aristi- 
dem, ap. Euseb. 6, 31 (Routh, Reliq. 
k Sacr. vol. ii. p. 115), vol. ii. p. 479 


Justinus Martyr (ed. Colon. 1686), 

« a I. s. 66, vol. ii. p. 303 ; f. 

i. p. 102 ; f. 63, p. 104 ; 
f. 350, p. 93 ; f. 48, vol. ii. p. 305 ; 
f. 50, 51, p. 413. Apologia II. 
vol. i. p. 347, 359, 381, 393, 420, 
422, 413; f. 56, vol.ii,p. 338; f. 
58, vol. i. p. 133; f. 63, *p. 104; 
f. 74, vol. ii. p. 424 ; f. 75, p. 297 ; 
f. 81, p. 420 ; f. 88, vol. i. p. 87 ; 
f. 92, vol. ii. p. 424 ; f. 98, vol. i. 
p. 109 ; s. 10, vol. ii. p. 375 ; s. 
61, vol. i. p. 422. Diologus c. 
Tryphone Judseo, f. 218, p. 12, 
381 ; f. 247, vol. ii. p. 422 ; f. 
259, vol. i. p. 413 ; f. 266, p. 474 ; 
f. 267, p. 474, vol. ii.p. 304 ; f. 273, 
p. 424; f. 291, vol. i. p. 480; f. 
315, p. 481 ; f. 317, vol. ii. p. 385 ; 
f. 320, p. 423 ; f. 322, p. 385 ; f. 
327, 331, p. 305 ; f. 338, vol. i. p. 
413 ; f. 344, vol. ii. p. 339 ; f. 345, 
vol. i. p. 179 ; f. 349, vol. ii. p. 
421 ; f. 358, p. 179 ; f. 370, p. 86. 
Cohortatio, p. 15, vol. ii. p. 419. 
A oyot vjtbt ”E p. 420. Edit. 
Benedict. Apol. vol. i. s. 4, 6, 8, p. 
417 

Lactantius, Institutiones, lib. 4, c. 27, 
vol. i. p. 301 ; lib. 5, c. 1 1, p. 174 ; 
lib. 6, c. 13, p. 240. De Mortib. 
persecutorum, c. 10, p. 212, 215 ; 
c. 16, p. 241 

Leontius Byzantinus contra Nestori- 
um et Eutychen (translation), Greek 
fragments in Erlich Dissertatio de 
Erroribus Pauli Samosatini, Lips. 
1745 (p. 23), vol. ii. p. 328 
Mani, Epistola Fundamenti, ap. 
August, de Epist. Fund. c. 13, vol. 
ii. p. 173. De Fide contra Mani-* 
chseos (Euod. Uzal.), c. 4. p. 188 ; 
c. 11, p. 173. Thesaurus, ap. 
August, de Natura Boni, c. 46, p. 
1 80. Epistola ad Scythianum Fab- 
ricius Biblioth. Graeca, vol. vii. f. 
316, p. 167. Epistola ad^irginem 
Menoch, ap. August, op. imp. c. 
Julian., lib. 3,c. 174, p. 181, 182; 
c. 172, p. 184. Ad Patricium, ap. 
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August opus imperfect c. Julian, 
c. 186, p. 185. Ad. Abdam, Fabr. 
Biblioth. Grseca (edit, nova), vol. 
vii. f. 316, p. 186. Epistolae Fabr. 
Biblioth, Grasca, vol. vii. f. 316, p. 
192 

Melito Sard, apud Euseb. lib. 4, c. 

26, vol. i. p. 141, 145 
Methodius, Combefis. Biblioth. Graec. 
patr. auctar. noviss. p. 1, f. 113, 
vol. i, p. 494. ortft it.rioft.ivm. ap. 
Phot. cod. 235, vol. ii. p. 282. De 
Libero Arbitrio, Galland, Biblioth. 
Patr. t. 3, f. 762, p. 78 
Miltiades, or t£i to v ft,r» Itiv orgoipriri Iv 
ixoriou XasX* <“», vol. ii. p. 214 
Minucius Felix, Octavius, vol. i. p. 
121, 124, 126 ; c. 8, p. 105, 107, 
375 ; c. 9, p. 105 

Montanus, apud Epiphan. Hares. 48, 
Euseb. lib. 5, c. 16, vol. ii. p. 207 
Novatianus de Trinitatc, c. 6, 8, vol. 
ii. p. 270. Epist. ad Dionys. 
Alexandr. ap. Euseb. lib. 6, c. 46, 
vol. i. p. 338 

Optatus Milevensis de Sell ism ate 
Donatistarum, ed. Du Pin (p. 
174), vol. i. p. 208 ; lib. 1, c. 22, 

р. 215 

Origenes, c. Celsum, lib. 1, c. 1, vol. 

i. p. 102, 103, 104, 149 ; c. 2, p. 
5 ; c. 4. p. 222, vol. ii. p. 268 ; c. 
9, vol. i. p. 227, vol. ii. p. 247 ; 

с. 28, vol. i. p. 224; c. 32, vol. 

ii. p. 381 ; c. 46, vol. i. p. 103 ; 
c. 57, vol. ii. p. 123; c. 67, vol. 
i, p. 235, 348 ; lib. 2, c. 1, p. 
478 ; c. 9, vol. ii. p. 377 ; c. 10. 
vol. i. p. 234: c. 23, vol ii. p. 
381 ; c, 27, vol. i. p. 230 ; c. 34, 
41, 42, p. 234, 235 ; c. 55, 63, 67, 
p. 235 ; lib. 3, f. 55, p. 97 ; c. 7, 

р. 123 ; c. 8, p, 176 ; c. 9, p. 109 ; 

с. 10, p. 228; c. 14, p. 123; c. 
15, p. 178; c. 24, p. 103; c. 27, 
vol. ii. p. 151 ^ c. 29, vol. i. p. 
348 ; c. 41, vol. ii. p. 377 ; c. 42, 

р. 381 ; c. 44, vol. i. p. 228 ; c. 46, 
vol. ii. p. 248 ; c. 50, vol. i. p. 422 ; 

с. 51, p. 305, 423 ; c. 59, p. 230 ; 


m 


c. 65, p. 230 ; c. 79, vol. ii. p. 
284 ; c.76, p. 364 ; lib. 4, e. 15, p. 
381 ; e. 16, p. 373 ; c. 36, vol. i. p. 
222 ; c. 40, vol. ii. p. 363 ; o* 48, 
vol. i. p. 237 ; c. 57, vol. 6, p, 
403 ; c. 62, 69, vol. i. p. 234; c. 
69, vol. ii. p. 405 ; c. 69, 75, 76, 
81, vol. i. p. 232, 233 ; c. 78, 
75, p. 235 ; c. 99. p. 233 ; Sib. 5, 
c. 14, vol. ii. p. 283 ; c. 23, p. 
284 ; c. 25, vol. i. p. 123 ; c. 54, 
vol. ii. p. 152 ; c. 61, vol. i. p. 
246, 481 ; c. 63, p. 228 ; lib. 6, d. 
12 seqq. vol. ii. p. 247 ; c. 13, p. 
248 ; c. 15, vol. i. p. 231, 232 ; c. 
24, vol. ii. p. 465 ; c. 25, vol. i. 

р. 125; c. 28, p. 177; c. 35, p. 
235; c. 36, 41, p. 224; c. 42, 
vol. ii. p. 51 ; c. 44, p. 358 ; c. 
75, p. 381; c. 77, p. 373, 374; 
lib. 7, c. 26, vol. i. p. 177; 
lib. S, c. 12, vol. ii. p. 292, 308 ; 

с. 17, vol. i. p. 124, 400 ; c. 21, 

р. 367 ; c. 22, p. 416 ; c. 41, p. 
149; c. 63, 67, p. 125; c. 68, p. 
179 ; c. 69, p. 149 ; c. 70, p. 178; 

с. 72, p. 123 ; fin. p. 377. In 
Joannem, t. 1, s. 9, vol. ii. p. 
253, 256; 11, p. 256; 16, p. 
357 ; 17, vol. i. p. 360; 22, vol. 
ii. p. 363 ; 30, p. 377 ; 32, p. 309 ; 
40, p. 275 ; 42. p. 312 ; t. 2. s. 1, 
vol. ii. p. 309; 2, p. 292, 307, 
312 ; 3, p. 294 ; 4, p. 259 ; 6, vol. 
i. p. 484 ; 7, vol. ii. p. 358, 359 ; 
15, p. 365; 18, p. 292; 21, p. 
387 ; 25, vol, 1, p. 92 ; t. 5, s. 4, 
vol. ii. p. 4; (edit. Lomnaatesch, 
vol. i. p. 172), p. 149; t. 6, s. I, 
p. 471 ; 2, p. 214: 12, p. 105; 17, 
vol. i. p. 352, vol. ii. p. 394; 23, 
p. 89; 24, p.470; 28, p. 113; t. 


10, p. 312; I. 4, p. 264; 13, p. 
469; 14, 19, p. 47; 21, p. 292; 
27, p. 251.; t. 12, ». 3, p. 307 ; t. 
13,.. 5, p.257 ; 10, p, 93; 11, p. 
92 ; 16, p. 78, 85 ; 20, p. 78 : 21, 
p. 269; 25, p. 311, 78; 34, p. 
363 ; 38, 41, p. 98; 48,p.80;52, 
p. 250 ; 69, p. 93, 248, 860; t. 
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18*8. 1 (ed % Lomm. vol. ii. p. 143), 
p. 312; 5, p.361; 1. 19, s. 1, p. 
249; b. 3, voL i. p. 349 ; s. 4, p. 
387; 8. 5, p. 379 ; s, 6, p. 248 ; 
t. 20, b. 16, vol. ii.p. 311 ; 20, p. 
77, 78 ; 25, p. 249 ; 28, p. 372 ; t. 
28, s.14, p.387; t 32, s. 5, p. 
466 ; 11, p. 364, 365, 376 ; 16, p. 
395 ; 18, p. 357, 307. In Matth. 
©d. Huet. t. 2, s. 10, p. 360; t. 

10, b. 2, p. 357 ; 9, p. 251 ; (ed. 
Donum, vol. iii. p. 26), p. 253 ; t. 

. 11, 6. 12, vol. i. p. 478 ; 14, vol. 

11. p. 395 ; 17, p. 458 ; t. 12, s. 

6, p. 251 ; 37, p. 372 ; t. 13, 8. 1 
(ed. Lomm. vol. iii. p. 210), p. 
285 ; 7, vol. i. p. 280 ; 22, vol. ii. 
p. 368 ; 26, p. 356, 377, 380 ; t. 
14, s. 16, p. 226 ; t. 15, 8. 3, p. 
463; 7 (ed. Lomm. vol. iii. p. 
340), p. 258; t. 15, s. 1, p. 254] 

8. 3, p. 458 ; t. 16, s. 1, p. 459 : 

8, p. 316, 330, 377, 382, 387 ; 9 
p. 229 ; 12, vol. i. p.477 ; 22, vol. 
i. p. 325 ; 25, vol. ii. p. 473 ; t. 
17, s. 14, p. 294 ; 26, p. 465 ; 30, 
p. 360; t. 25, f. 268, p. 256; f. 
290, p. 255 ; f. 344, p. 377 ; f. 

363, p. 218; f. 367 (t. 15), p. 

463 ; f. 374, 375, p. 258 ; f. 378, 
p. 274 ; f. 381 (t. 15), p. 478 ; f. 
402, p. 405 ; f. 423, p. 377 ; f. 
445 (t. 16), p. 473. Operae de la 
Rue, vol. iii. f. 887, p. 381 ; f. 
898, p. 395. Commentar. series 
in Matth. s. 100 (ed. Lomm. t. 
iv. p. 446), p. 374. Homilia in 
Jeremiam, h. 2, 16, p. 364 ; h. 8, 
8, p. 473 ; h. 9, 3, p. 2$2 ; h. 9, 
4, p. 309 ; h.14, p. 363 ; h. 15, 6, 
p. 377 ; h. 18, 6, p. 273 ; h. 18, 
12, vol i. p. 479; h. 19, 4. p 
383. iri*l d praef. f. 4, vol, 
ii. p. 281 ; lib. 1, c. 2, s. 6, p 
286 ; (ed. de la Rue, t 1, f. 76; 
p. 363 ; c. 8, 3, p. 380 ; lib. 2, « 
I* p« 359 ; c. 1, 4, p. 281 ; c. 2, 2, 
p. 359 ; c. 3, p. 405 ; c. 5, 3, pi 
879; c. 5, 5, p. 380; c. 6, p 
877 ; c. 8, p. 362 ; c. 8, 3, p. 378 


c. 9, p. 285 ; c. 10, p. 135. De 
Oratione Dominica, c. 7, p. 360; 
c. 12, vol. i. p. 395; o. 13, p. 
394 ; *. 15, vol. ii. p. 312 ; c. 22, 
voL i. p. 395; c. 29, vol. ii. p. 
367. Commentar. in epist. ad 
Rom, lib. 1 (ed. Lomm. vol. v. 
p. 250), p. 367 ; lib. 1 (etf. Lomm. 
vol. v. p. 251), p. 285; lib. 2 
(ed. Lomm. vol. vi. p. 107), p. 
365 ; c. 9 (ed. Lomm. vol. vi. p. 
108), p. 366 ; lib. 4 (ed. de la Rue, 
t. 4, f. 549), p. 54 ; lib. 5, vol. i. p. 
435. Commentar. in Genesin. 
init. vol. ii. p. 281 ; ed. de la Rue, 
t. 2, f. 25, p. 433. Selecta in 
Psalmos, ed de la Rue, t. 2, f. 
570, p. 397 ; ed. Lomm. t. 11, 
pag. 388, p. 403; Commentar. in 
Exod. x. 27, p. 367 ; ed. Lomm. t. 
8, pag. 299, p. 344 ; ed. Lomm. t. 
8, pag. 300, p. 275. Commentar. in 
Titum fragment, p. 295. Homilia 
in Isaiam iv. 1, p. 362. Homilia in 
Lucam xiv. vol. i. p. 435. 'De 
Martyribus, s. 4, vol. ii. p. 475 ; 
7, p. 361; 12, p. 378. EpiBtola 
ad Greg. Thaumaturg. vol. i. p. 
398 ; Epistola ad Jul. African, s. 
4, vol. ii. p. 480 ; 5, p. 477. 
Epist. ad Demetrium (apud Hieron. 
adv. Rufinam, 2, f.411, ed. Mart), 
p. 472. Epist. ad Synodum 
(Hieron. adv. Rufinum, 2, f. 411, 
ed. Mart.), p. 472. Epist. t. 1, f. 
8 (ed. de la Rue), p. 468. Dia- 
logue de Recta in Deum fide (opp. 
de la Rue, t. 1, f. 807), p. 151. 
Philocalia, c. 1, pag. 17, p. 265, 
439; pag. 28, p.262; pag. 51, p. 
261 ; c. 2, pag. 6, 10, p. 260 ; c. 
13, p. 492 ; c. 14, p. 3fr; c. 15, 

р. 247, 260; pag. 139, p. 264; 

с. 24 (ed. Lomm. t. 11, p. 450), 
p. 368 ; c. 26 (de la Rue, t. 2, 
f. Ill, Lomm. t 8, p. 305), p. 
367 

Pacianua Baroelonensia, epist 3, con- 
tra Novat. (Galland. B&lfcth. 
patr. t 7), vol. i. p. 348 
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P Lausiaca, c. 147, vol. ii. 

Apologia Origeuis (ed. dc 
t. 4, f. 35), vol. ii. p. 382 
ioytm ttv(M *w l|nyi intti 

J. A. Cramer Catena in 
put. Oxon., 1838, p. 12, 
p. 397 

amosatenus, ap. Epiphan, 

, nseres., p. 67, vol. ii. p, 328 ; ap. 
Leont. Byzant. contra Neat, el 
Eutych. p. 328. 

Hi (fob/ uvoerreXv v, Act. Cone. Nic. 2, 
actio 5 (ed. Mansi, t. 13, f. 167) 
vol. ii. p. 187. 

Philostorgius, Hist. Eccles. lib. 3, c 
4, 5, vol. i. p. 114. 

Photius, cod. 95, vol. ii. p. 166 ; 
cod. Ill, p. 456 ’y cod. 118, p. 456j 
472; cod. 121, p. 439; cod, 202, 
p. 442 ; cod. 235, p. 431. 
Polycrates, ap. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. 

v. 24, vol. i. p. 271, 412. 

Pontius Diaconus, VitaCypriani, vol, 
i. p. 310 ; A. 1, p. 310. 
Prodestinatus, h. 26, 86, vol. ii. p. 
445. 

Ptolemans, ep. ad Floram, vol. ii. p. 
99. 

Ehodon, ap. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. v. 
13, vol. ii. p. 141. 

Rufmus, Expositio Symboli Apos- 
tolici, vol. i. p. 425. De Aduitera- 
tione Librorum Origenis, (opp. 
Hieron. t. 5, f. 251, ed. Martia- 
nay,) vol. ii. p 472. 

Sabellius, ap. Athan. e. Arian. or. 4, 
s. 8, vol. ii. p. 323 ; s. 11, p. 321 ; 
s. 12, p. 323 ; s. 13, p. 318 ; s. 20, 
21,22, p. 322; s. 23, p. 323 ; a. 
25, p. '319, 321, 323, 324. Ap. 
Basilium, ep. 210, 214, s. 3 : ep. 
235, a. 6, p. 320. Ap. Epiphan. 
Hares. 62, p. 319. Ap. Justin. 
Mart. Dial. c. Tryph. Jud. f. 358 
(ed. Colon.) p. 322. Ap. Theo- 
doret. Haret. fab. 2, 9, p. 325. 
Severua Asmonin. (Renaudot, Hist. 
Patriarch. Alexandr, p. 40) vol. ii 
p. 166. 


Socrates, Hist Eccles. lib. 3, c. 7, vol. 
ii. p. 316: c. 23, vol. i. p. 236 ; 
lib. 4, c. 18, vol. ii p. 495 ; o. 28, 
voU. p.236. > 

Sozomenua, Hist. Eccles. lib. 7. c. 
19, vol. i. p. 420. 

Taberiatanensis, r Annales Begum at- 
que Legatorum Dei, vol. ii. para 1, 
Gryph. 1835, p. 103, vot i. p, 
484. 

Tatianus, Oratio contra Gracos, a. 19, 
vol. ii. p. 427. 

Tertullianus, Apologeticua, vol. ii. f, 
63 ; vol. i. p. 104 ; f. 98, p. 109 ; 
c. 1, p. 115; c. 3, p. 372; c. 4, 
p. 115; c. 5, p. 128, 133; c. 7, 
p.453; c. 17, p. 246,247; c. 21, 

р. 128, 376, vol. ii. p. 445 ; c. 34, 
vol. i. p. 125 ; c, 39, p. 105, 267, 
451 ; c. 42, p. 360, 379 ; c. 46, p. 
109. Ad N ationes, lib. 1, c. 5, p. 
304, 352; c. 18, p. 106. Ad 
Scapulum, c. 2, p. 243; c. 4, p. 
160, 165, 169; c. 5, 141, 164. 
Ad Martyres, c. 1, p. 319. De 
Idololatria, c. 6, p. 364; c. 11, p. 
364 ; c. 14, p. 384, 416 ; c. 15, p. 
125, 360 ; c. 18, p. 375 ; c. 19, p. 
378. De Spectaculis, c. 1, p. 368; 

с. 2, p. 99 ; c. 24, c. 15, p. 366 ; c. 
19, p. 365; c. 24, p. 365; c. 26, 

р. 367. De Corona Militia, c. 2, p. 
378 ; c. 3, p. 406, 427, 428, vol. 
ii. p. 211 ; c. 4, vol. i. p. 373 ; c. 
11, p. 374; c. 13, p. 373. De 
Fuga in Peraecutione, c, 12, p. 
167, vol. ii. p. 216; c. 13, vol, i. p. 
167 ; c. 14, p. 167. De Pudicitia, 

с. 1, p. 298 ; c. 4, vol. ii. p. 217 ; 
c. 7, voi i. p. 405 ; c. 12, vol. ii. 
p. 210 ; c. 19, vol. i. p. 307, 440, 
vol. ii. p. 218 ; c. 21, p. 218 : c. 
22, p. 219. De Poenitentia, c. 5, 
voi i. p. 307 ; c. 6, p. 351 ; c. 9, 
p. 304, 306 ; c. 10, p. 305. De 
Jejunip, c. 11, vol. ii. p. 222; c, 
13, vol. i. p. 287, 355, vol. ii. p. 
216; c. 14, vol. i. p. 407. 409, 
410 ; c. 1 7, p. 452. De Exhorta- 
tions Caatitatis, c. 5, vol. ii. p. 438 ; 
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c. 11, vol. i. p. 463, toI. ii, p. 217. 
De Baptismo, c. 7, toI. i. p. 436 ; 
c. 8, p. 437 ; c. 15, p. 441 ; c. 17, 

р. 271, 273 ; c. 18, p. 432, 436, 
vol. ii. p. 347. De Virginibus Ve- 
laodis, c. 1, p. 209 ; c. 9, vol. i. p. 
262, 298. De Pallio, p. 382. De 
Jdonogamia, e. 1, vol. ii. p. 218; 

с. 12, vol. i. p. 274 ; c. 20, vol. ii. 

р. 218. Ad Uxorem, lib. 2, c. 4, 
vol. t p. 355, 450 ; c. 5, p. 461 ; 
©. 8, p. 355, 389, 393. De Cultu 
Foeminarum, lib. 2, c. 8, p. 390 ; 

с. 9, p. 381. De Patientia, c. 1, 
vol. ii. p. 347, 353. De Oratione, 
c. 6, p. 3£3 ; c., 19, vol. i. p. 461 ; 
c. 23, p. 409, 4li, 416 ; c. 25, 26 ? 

р. 396 seqq. ; c. 28 (Muraton 
Anecdota Bibl. Ambros. t. 3), p. 
393; c. 31, p. 401. De Anima, 

с. 9, vol. ii. p. 215 ; c. 10, p. 347 ; 
c. 19, p.347; c. 21, p. 349,352; 
c. 22, p. 348, 351 ; c. 41, p. 348, 
390 ; c. 47, vol. i. p. 103 ; c. 55, 
vol. ii. p. 401; c. 56, p. 219; c. 
58, p. 402. De Testimonio Animse, 
c, 1, vol. i. p. 247, vol. ii. p. 268. 
De ’Came Christi, c. 5, p. 369 ; c. 
6, p. 384; c. 9, p. 369; c. 11 
seqq. p. 270 ; c. 14, p. 369. De 
Resurrectiorie Camis, c. 2, p. 151 ; 
c. 8, vol. i. p. 436, vol. ii. p. 393 ; 
c. 48, vol. i. p. 427, vol. ii. p. 156. 
Adv. Judasos, c. 7, vol. i. p. 118. 
Adv. Valentinianos, c. 4, vol^, ii. p. 
99 ; c. 5, p. 435. Adv. Praxeam, 
c. 3, p. 292 ; c. 7, p. 270 ; c. 10, 

р. 583; c. 12, p. 384; c. 14, 26, 
27, p. 302. Contra Marcionem, 
lib. 1, c. 2, p. 444 ; c: 5, p. 141 ; 

с. 7,p. 140; c. 10, p. 269; c. 11, 

р. 143 ; c. 14, vol. i. p. 436, 438 ; 

с. 15, vol. ii. p. 140 ; c. 1,9, p. 
144, 269 ; c. 20, p. 437 ; ©. 28, p. 
148; c. 34, p. 149; lib/ 2, c. 12, 
13, p. 270, 272 ; c. 16, 27, p. 272, 
273 ; c. 29, p. 273 ; lib, 3, c. 8, p. 
145; c. 3, 4, p. 147; c. 1# p. 
144; c. 24, p.142; lib. 4, p, 134; 
o, 2, 3, p. 149; c. 5, p. 150; c. 


9, p. 138, 145, 271 ; c. 17, ,p. 144 ; 
c. 22, p. 213 ; c. 29, p. 147 ; c. 
35, p. 145 : c. 38, p. 138 ; c. 40, 

р. 393 ; lib. 5, c. 1, vol. i. p. 424 ; 

с. 10, vol. ii. p. 156. Adv. Her- 
mogenem, c. 15, p. 278 ; c. 36, p. 
349. Pr«srriptio Heereticorum, c. 
13, p. 445 ; o. 19, p. 299*; c. 22, 
vol. i. p. 296; c. 30, vol. ii. p. 
134, 136,' 151 ; c. 39, p. 136 ; c. 
41, vol. i. p. 280, 454, vol. ii. p. 
156. Addit. p. 134. Addit. c. 
53, p. 298. 

Testamentum xii. Patriarcharum, 
Test. iii. c. 8, vol. i. p. 271 ; t. 4, 
(Jud.) c. 21, p. 503; t. 4, c. 23, 

р. 481 ; t, 7 (Dan.), c. 5, p. 481, 
487 

Theodorus, Panegyricus in Origenem, 

с. 15, vol. ii. p. 491 
Theodoretus, Haeret. fab. i.14 ; vol, ii. 

p. 110 ; 19, p. 280,350 ; 20, p. 129 ; 
21, p. 129 ; f. ii. 3, p. 42; 9, p. 
325; f. iii. 2, p. 5< r 
Theodoretus, Hist. Efflbs. lib. i, c. 
4, p.498 

Theodotus, Didasc. Anatol . (opp. 
Clem. ed. Par. 1641), f. 794, vol. 
ii. p. 53 ; f. 796, D. p. 63 ; f. 797, 
B. p. 82, 93 ; f. 800, col. 2, D. p. 
155; f. 806, p. 127 
Theonas Alexandr. Epist. ad Lucian- 
um (d’ Archery, Speciiegium, f. 297 ; 
Galland. Bibl. ratr. t. 4), vol. i. 
p. 197 

Theophilus ad Autolycum, lib. i. c. 
2, vol. ii. p. 268. Or. 2, s. 5, p. 
495. Or. 9, s. 5, p. 496 
Titus Bostrensis, c. Manichaeos, lib. 
i. c. 12, vol. ii. p. 176 ; c. 30, p. 176. 
Prsef. ad lib. 3 (Can. lect. ant. 
ed. Basnage, Antv. 1725, t. 1, 
f. 137), p. 181 ; lib. 3 initio, p. 
189 

Victorianus, Episc. Patal. (in Panno- 
nia) Hist. Creatib'nis (ed. Cave, 
Hist. ap. Galland. Bibl. Path t. 
4; Routh, Reliq. vol. iii. 
p. 273, Oxon. 1815), vol. i. p. 
410 
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Aillius Laropridius, Vita Alexandri 
Seven; c. 24, vol. i. p. 142 ; c. 45, 
p. 277. Vita Commodi, c. 6, 7, 

р. 164. Vita Heliogabali, c. 3, 6, 
7, p. 173. 

ASlius Spartianus, Vita Hadriani, c. 

22, vol. i. p. 141. Vita Caracallae, 

с. 6, vol. ii. p. 703. Vita Septi- 
mii Severi, c. 17, vol. i. p. 166. 

Ammianus Marcellinus, 1. 25, c. 4, 
vol. i. p. 148. 

Apollonius Tyanensis, apud Euseb. 
Prseparat Evangel, lib. 4, c. 13 
(Porphyr. de Abstin. Cam. lib. 2, s. 
34), vol. i. p. 35. Epistolaa (Phi- 
lostratus opp. ed. Olearius ep. 58, 
f. 401), p. 43. 

Aristides, Encomium Rom re, vol. i. p. 

121. Orationes, p. 100, 142. 
Aristoteles, Ethica Nicomach. lib. 3, 
c. 7, vol. ii. p. 341 ; 9, 13, vol. i. p. 
370 ; 10, 7, vol. ii. p. 366. Ethica 
Magna, 1 (ed. Becker, p. 1197), p. 
267 ; 1, 34, vol. i. p. 389. Ethica 
Eudera. 3, 3, p. 26. Metaphysica, 
10, 8 (ed. Becker, t. 2, p. 1074), 
p. 9. Politica, 1,2, p. 63 ; 3, 5, 
p. 40. De Anima, 3, 5, vol. ii. p. 
84. 

Arrianus, Diatribae, lib. 4, c. 7, vol. i. 

р. 221. 

Artemidorus, Oneirocrit. lib. 4, 5, c. 
18, vol. i. p. 381. 

Atheneeus, Deipnosoph. lib. 1, s. 36, 
vol. i. p. 285. 

Aulus Gellius, Noctes Attic®, lib. 12, 

с. 11, vol. i. p. 219. 

Cicero de Legibus, lib. 2, c. 8, vol. i. 
p. 119. 

Digesta, t. 12, 1ft. 12, c. 1, s. 14, vol. 

i. p. 166 ; 1. 14, lib. 1, c. 4, p. 174. 
Dio Cassius, vol. i. p. 120 ; lib. 55, c. 

23, p. 160 ; lib. 67, c. 14, p. 132 ; 
71, c. 8, p. 160 ; 72, c. 4, p. 163. 
VOIi. II. 


Dio Cbrysostomus, (Orai. att. ed, 
Reiake, vol. i. p. 1(J5,) Orat. 12, 
vol. i. p. 37, 119. 

Diocletianus, Edictum contra Manich. 
(Hilarius in epist. sec. ad Timoth. 
3, 7), vol. i. p. 200. Edictum, c. 
Christian. (Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. 
8, c. 2 ; Vita Constant, lib. 2, c. 32 ; 
Lactant. de Mort. Perseeut. c. 10). 

р. 205. 

Dionysius Halicarn. Antiquitt. Rom. 
lib. 2, c. 18, vol. i. p. 8; 19, p. 121 ; 
20, p. 17; 68, p. 39; 4, 62, 7, 
56, p. 246. 

Domitius U1 pi anus de OfRciis Procon- 
sulum, Frag. Digest, t. 14, lib. 1, 

с. 4 seqq. vol. i. p. 174 

Flavius Vopiscus, Satuminus, c. 8, 
vol. i, p. 141. Vita Aureliani, o. 
20, p. 196 

Galenus de Differentia Pulsuum (ed. 
Charter), lib. 1. c. 9, vol. i. p. 227 ; 
lib. 2, c. 4, p. 227 ; lib. 3, c. 3 (t. 
8, f. 68), p. 239 

Galerius, Edictum, vol. i. p. 201, 357 
Hadrianus, Ep. ad Cons. Servianum, 
ap. Flav. Vopisc. in Satumino, c. 
8, vol. i. p 141 

Hierocles, Xoyoi QtXaXriSus vrpot rtif 
X^itmavevf (ap. Lact. Institut. lib. 
5, c. 2 ; dc Mort. Persecut. c. 16), 
vol. i. p. 241 

HistoriaEdessena e Nummislllustrata 
(auct. Bayer), lib. 3, pag. 173, vol. 


i. p. Ill 

History of the East Moguls (in Ger- 
man, Schmidt, p., 271), vol. ii. p. 
161 

Homeras, Bias, lib. 2, v. 204, vol. i. 
p. 213 

Josephus, Archaeol., lib. 16, c. 2, s. 
4, vol. i. p. 121 ; lib. 18^ c. 1, P. 
52 , 57, 62 ; s. 4> p. 66. De Bello 
Judaico, lib. 2, c. 8, s. 1, p, 52, 
I 2 M 
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60; s. 6, p. 62 ; s. 9, p. 65 ; s. 10, 

р. 60 ; s. 12, p. 63 ; s. 13, p. 62. 
\ ..Contra Apionem, lib. 1, s. 8, p. 56 

Jmlius Capitolinus, Vita Antonini Pii, 

с. 9, rol. i. p. 143 ; c. 11, p. 145 ; 
c. 13, 21, p. 148; c. 24, p. 145 

Julius Paulue, Sententiee Receptee, t. 

21, lib. 5, vol. i. p. 120 
Juvenalis, Sat. 2, vol. i. p. 22. Sat. 
‘ 3, v. 75, p. 142 

Luctonus. .'AXat-f, vol. i. p. 12. De- 
monax, Cypr. p. 13. Hermotimos, 
8. 81, p. 22. Ztvg tXtyxoftivoe, p. 
32. Jupiter Tragoedus, p. 128. 
Peregrinus Proteus, p. 158 seqq. 
*A\i%etv}*os rt '¥tv$ofiavra, s. 21, p. 
223 

Marc. Aurelius, ilf laurov, lib. 5, c. 
6, vol. i. p. 101 ; c. 17, p. 147 ; 
lib. 1, fin. p. 162 ; lib. 10, c. 14, 
p. 23 ; lib. 11, c. 18, p. 147 ; lib. 
12, c. 23, p. 146 ; c. 28, p. 147. 
Edict, in Pandect., p. 146 
Malalas, Johannes, ed. Niebuhr, lib. 

11, p. 273, vol. i. p. 138 

Mihr Nersch. Proclamation (St. Mar- 
tin, Memoires Hist, et Geograph, 
sur PArmenie, t. 2, p. 47. Paris, 
1819. Elisaeus, History of the 
Religious Wars between the Ar- 
menians and the Persians, transl. 
into English by Prof. Newman, p. 
1099, Lond. 1830), vol. ii. p. 171 
Notitia Dignitatum Imperii Romani, 
8. 27, vol. i. p. 160 
Pausanias, lib. 8, c. 2, s. 2, vol. i. p. 
16 

Pherecydis, Fragm. (ed. Sturz. p. 46), 
vol. ii. p. 51 

Philo. Quod omnis probus liber, s. 

12, vol. i. p. 65, 67. Oratio in 
Flaccum, 8. 6, p. 69. De Vila 
Mosis, lib. i. f. 607, p. 70; s. 27, 
f. 625, p. 72; lib. 2, s. 3, p. 90 ; s. 
38, p. 77 ; lib. 3, s. 17, p. 91"; lib. 
3, f. 681, p. 85. De Confusions 
Ling. s. 2, f. 320, p. ,70. De No- 
minibus Mutatis, s. 8, pag. 1053, 
p. 70. De Caritate, s. 2, f.699, 
p. 71. He Abraham o, s. 19, f. 


364, p. 72; f. 367, vol. it. p. 
327. De Victimi8, f. 238, vol. i. 
p. 72. De Victimis efferent, 
f. 854, p. 85 ; s. 12, f. 856, p. 

72. De Plantat. Nose, s. 17, p. 
74; lib. 2, s. 8, f. 249, p. 74. 
Questiones in Genesin, lib. i. s. 55, 
p. 79 ; lib. 3, c. 3 (ed. Lips. opp. 
Philonis, t. 7, p. 5), p. 74. Quis 
Rerum Divinarum H seres. s. 16, f. 
492, p. 76. Legis Allegoria, lib. 1, 
s. 12, p. 91 ; lib. 2, s. 7. p. 77 ; s. 
21, p. 82 ; lib. 3, s. 33, p. 79 ; s. 

73, vol. ii. p. 44. Quod Deterior 
Potiori Insidiatur, s. 6, vol. i. p. 
78 ; s. 7, p. 83. Quod Deus Im- 
mutab. s. 11, p.78,79; s. 14,p.80; 
s. 16, p. 80. De Prsemio et Poena, 
s. 7, p. 79 ; s. 15, 19, p. 90. De 
Cherubim, s, 5, p. 80. De Migra- 
tione Abrahami, s. 16, p. 81 ; £402, 
p. 81. De Decalogo, s. 2, p. 82 ; 
s. 32, p. 83 ; s. 15, 18, p. 91. De 
Monarchia, lib. 2, vol. ii. p. 58 ; lib. 
2. s. 3, vol. i. pJp; f. 816, p.'85. 
De Vita Contemplativa, s. 3, p. 

86. De Execrationibus, s. 9, p. 
90. De Mundi Opificio, s. 24, vol. 
ii. p. 43. Opp. f. 186, p. 470. 
De Somniis, lib. 1, f. 580, vol. I. 
p. 74. 

Philostratus, lib. 4(f. 200, ed. Morelli, 
Paris, 1608; c. 40, f. 181, ed. 
Olearius), vol. i. p. 42. Ep. 58. 
(ed. Olear. f. 401), p. 43. Vita 
Apollonii Tyanansis, c. 6, 29, p. 
242. 

Plato, Phcedrus, (ed. Bip. vol. 10, p. 
285,) vol. i. p. 7. De Legib., lib. 
4, (ed. Bip. vol. 8,) p. 26 ; lib. 10, 

87, 91, (ed. Bip. vol. 9,) vol. ii. p. 

14. Timaeus, vol. i. p. 34, 36. 

Tim. (t. 9, p. 326, ed. Bip.), vol. 
ii. p. 43. De Republic., vol. i. p. 
36 ; lib. 2 (p. 257), lib. 3 (vol, 
vi. p. 266, ed. Bijtf), p. 80. Phile- 
bus, p. 36 . 

Plinius, Hist. Nat. h*b. 2, c. 4 seqq., 
lib. 7, c. 1, vol. 1, p. 14; lib. 5, c. 

15, p. 59. 
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sec. Epist. lib. 1, ep. 12, 22 ; 
lib. 3, ep. 7 ; lib. 6, ep. 24, vol. i. 
p. 21 ; lib. 10, ep. 97, p. 134, 
137 

Plotinus (Anecdota Graeca, t. 2, p. 
237, ed. Villoison, Venet. 1781), 
vol. i. p. 37. Ennead. I. lib, 

8, c. 14; vol. ii. p. 15; II. lib. 

9, p. 5 ; lib. 10, c. 9, vol. i. p. 40 ; 
III. lib. 2, vol. ii. p. 56 ; lib. 7, 

р. 282, 306. 

Plutarchus de Superstitione. c. 33, 
vol. i. p. 17. «ri£/ 'hn<ndxtfxovlx; 

**< iStortiros, p. 18, 19. De 
Iside et Osiride, c. 1, p. 46 ; c. 20, 

! p. 31 ; c. 37, p. 28 ; c. 71, p. 19. 
Non Posse Suaviter Vivi secundum 
Epicurum, c. 20, p. 20 ; c. 22, p. 
29. De Stoicarum Repugnantiis, 

с. 39, p. 22 ; c. 16, p. 24; c. 13, 
p. 21 ; c. 15, p. 30; c. 38, p. 30. 
De Sera Numinis Yindicta, c. 3, p. 
26. De Defectu Oraculorum, lib. 
1, c. 2, p. 27 ; c. 9, p. 28 ; c. 12, 
p. 38 ; c. 47, p. 32. Adversus 
Stoicos, c. 31, p. 28. Pericles, c. j 
7, p. 32. De Pythiae Oraculis, c. j 
6. p. 245 ; c. 9, p. J245 ; c. 7, p. j 

1 c. 24, vol. ii. p. 206. De i! 
apud Delphos, c. 20, vol. i. p. 34. I 
Oratio 1, de Alexaudri virtute ' 
sive fortuna, s. 6, 10, p. 69. 
Queestiones Platonicae, qu. iv. vol. 
ii. p. 14. De Animae Procreatrice 
e Timseo, c. 9 (opp. ed Hutten. t. 
13, p. 296), p. 16. 

Polybius, lib. 3, 6, c. 6, vol. i. p. 3 ; 
lib. 6, c. 56, p. 8. 

Porphyrius de Abstinentia Car; i is, 
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lib, 1, c. 40 seqq. vol. ii. p. 27: 
lib. 2, c. 34, vol. i. p. 36. Vita 
Plotini, p. 37, c. 2,p. 43; c. 16, 
vol. ii. p. 34. <rs^) <rijf iv ktyUn 
totkotrotpixi, Euseb, Preepar, Evaifg, 
lib. 4, c. 7, vol. i, p. 43 ; lib. 5, c. 
1, p. 238. Ap. Augustin, do Ci- 
vilate Dei, lib. 19, e. 23, p. 134, 
p. 238. Ep. ad Marcellum Uxo- 
rem, c. 18, p. 237; c. 24 (ed. Mail. 
Mil. 1816), p. 236. v««£ X^ir- 
T'WftJv, Euseb. lib, 6, c. 19, vol. ii # 

р. 464. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. 
6, c. 19, vol. i. p. 238. 

Pseudo-Sibyllinee, vol. i. p, 140. 
Seneca, cp. 41, aa^ucil. vol. i.p.M. 
Septimius Severusfn Digestis, lib. 5, 
tit. 12, s. 14, vol. i. p. 166. 

Sextus, Gnoraae, 12, vol. ii. p. 462. 
CHtJ ITOJ in Eisenmenger, part i. 

с. 8, p. 336, vol. i. p. 489. 
Stobseus, Eclogee, lib. 2, c. 1, 11, (ed. 

Heeren, part ii. p. 10,) vol. i. p. 
14. 

Strabo, lib. 1, c. 2, vol. i. p. 10 ; lib. 
?6, c. 2, p. 13. 

Suetonius, Vita Claudii, c. 24, vol. 
ii. p. 331. 

Tacitus, Annal., lib. 2, c. 85, vol. i. p. 
123; c.30,p. 155; lib. 11, c. 15; 
lib. 13, c. 32, p. 122; lib. 14,o. 4% 
p. 371 ; lib. 15, c. 42, p. 132 ; c, 
44, p. 130. Hist. lib. 2, c. 8, p. 
132. 

Themistius, Or. 15. rl< b fruriXt- 
xvr&rn riu v aftreH*, vol. i, p, 160. 
Varro, pag. 15, voL i. p. 119. v > 
Yirgillius, Eo^. IV., vol. i. p. 24ft* 



( 58t ) 

CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF ROMAN EMPERORS. 


AJV . * 

Augustus, B.c. 30. 

14 Tiberius. 

38 C alig ula. 

41 Tib. Claudius. 

54 Nerd. 

68 Galba, Otj»o, Yitellius. 

70, yjBSp*siau. 

70 Titus. 

61 Domitian. 

96 Nerva. 

W Trajan. ^ 

117 Hadrian. 

138 Antoninus Pius. 

161 Marcus Antoninus. 

180 Commodus. 

193 Pertinax. 

193 Julianna. 

193 L. Septimius Severus. 

211 Caracaila. 

Opil. Macrinus. 

218 Heliogabalus. 

222 Alexander Severus. 

285 C. Julius Maximinus. 

238 Gordianus. 

243 Philippus. 

t 49 C. Messius Decius. 

51 Trebonianus Gallus. 

253 P. Licinius Valerianus and Gal- 
lieuus. 

261 Gallienus (Macrianus, Valens, 
Calpumius Piso, Aureolus) 
. V and Odentthuik 
268 M. Aurelius Clafthis. 

270 L. Domitius Aurelianus. 

275 M. Claudius Tacitus. 


A.D. 

276 M. Annius Florianus. 

276 M. Aurelius Probus. * 

282 Carus (Carious and Numeria* 
nus) . 

284 Diocletian and Maximianus. 

305 Constantius (Galerius). 

306 Constantine (Galerius, Severus, 

Licinius or Maximinu6, Max- 
entius, Maximianus, Constan- 
tinus, Constantius, Constans, 
Dalmatius, Annibalianus from 
335). 

337 Constantius (Constantinus, Con- 
stans, Magnentius). 

361 Julianus. 

363 FlaV. Jovianus. 

364 Flav. Valentinianu8, Valens (Pro- 

copius), Gratianus, and Vsden- 
tinianus yA Younger. 

378. TheodosiuJ^GratiattUS till 383, 
Valentinianus the Younger 
till 392, Magnus Clemens 
Maximus, Arcadius fronpul?9)C 
395 Honprius. 

424 Joaimes. 

425 Valentinianus. 

455 Maximus. 

455 Avitus. 

457 Majorianus. 

461 Libius Severus. 

467 Procopius Anthemius. 

473 Glycerius. 

474 Nepos. 

475 Romulus Augustulus. 
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